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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Wuatever may be the result of the labours of the Committee 
for framing rules under the Land Transfer Act, 1897, no one 
can complain of want of the most careful and anxious considera- 
tion on their part. Their sittings have been extremely numerous 
and prolonged, and we believe are still continued daily. 





Tue Lorp Carer Justice, in his address to the Birmingham 
Law Students’ Society, which we report elsewhere, renewed his 
plea for a better system of legal education, and took occasion 
to refer, with some reprobation, to the recent change in the 
arrangements made by the Incorporated Law Society for the 
education of articled clerks. We think that he can 
have been fully informed as to the reasons which led to the 
change. The Council of the society were not only willing, but 
anxious, to continue the lectures and classes; but they had no 
means of enforcing attendance at them, and the articled clerks 
refused to take advantage of the means of education offered. 
The substitute provided is merely temporary, the Council being 
among the warmest a of an efficient law faculty in the 
Teaching University of London, and if the benchers of the Inns 
of Court were equally hearty in availing themselves of the 
opportunity, there would probably be little difficulty in setti 
on ay a school of law which would carry out Lord Russzxt’s 
wishes. ¢ 


TuE LATTER PART of the Lord Chief Justice’s address, which 
is devoted to a consideration of the qualifications for success- 
ful advocacy, though perhaps not very novel, is likely to be 
of value to law students a a The recipe for this, 
as for cookery, is first of to catch your hare—that is, in 
the present case, to ascertain with precision the facts which are 
to be dealt with. We remember to have heard that an emi- 
nent criminal law advocate was in the habit of making a sort 
of time-table with regard to each of his cases; arranging all the 
facts in exact chronological order, with date and time in the 
margin ; and in all | matters a somewhat similar is 
necessary. Then you have to consider the principle of law 
applicable to the question arising on the facts, and from a con- 
sideration of the facts and the law to ascertain what is the main 
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= on which the decision is likely to turn. Next there is to 
considered what can be said on the other side, and then the 
advocate has to convey as clearly as he can to the court the 
point on which the case turns, and to enforce his view as to the 
rule of law which is applicable. The Lord Chief Justice seems 
to suggest that this is the whole art of advocacy; but, with 
great deference, we venture to think that there comes in here 
the whole difference between the great and the common-place 


a aivocate. a great advocate is the man who, in addition to 
knowing the strong points of his own and his adversary’s cases, 
nows how to Jay the case before the court in such a manner as 

to render prominent is Own points, and, while not ignoring the 
points of his adversary, t0 reduce their importance, or, as far as 
one who in consider a complicated and 


doubtful case and afterwards heard it argued by Sir Horace 
Davey, will remember the exquisite skill with which he mar- 
shalled his arguments, a with the least important, 
whereat the co ould sniff; then progressing through a 





series of more tenable points, gradually br the court 
to think that after all Ge was @ good deal in 6 matter ; 
ant Soatataly fonciog with Wd Testing any suggestions of 
tlio adv 8 case, until at the right moment he would bring 
forward his leading carumaak and develo it until he saw that 
ithad taken possession of the mind of the judge, when he 

Ould immediately wind up his address. This kind of skill is 


almost instinctive, but no one can be a great advocate without 
poeeessing it. 











AN INTERESTING point as to the right of the creditor of a bank- 
rupt to recover a debt incurred after notice of the bankruptcy, 
but before the date of the receiving order, arose in Buckwell v. 
Norman before the Court of Appeal (reported elsewhere.) Asa 
rule, all debts and liabilities to which the debtor is subject at 


AWAY 


But sub-section (3) of section 37 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, 
under which debts generally are so provable, is preceded by the 
, enactment that a person having notice of an act of bankruptcy 
available against the debtor shall not prove for any debt con- 
tracted by the debtor subsequently to the date of the notice. 
As this enactment stands in the section, it is extremely difficult 
to eay whether the effect is simply to debar the creditor from 
proving for the debt in the bankruptcy, leaving him to his 
remedy against the debtor after he has got his discharge, or 
whether, while the creditor is precluded from proving, the debt 
is still included among debts provable in the bankruptcy, so as 
to be released by the discharge. In Buckwell vy. Norman a 
debtor who owed his solicitor a sum for costs stated to him that 
he was unable to pay his debts, and instructed him to file a 
petition in bankruptcy. Under section 4 (A) such a statement 
made to a creditor is in itself an act of bankruptcy, and the 
solicitor, in allowing the debtor to come under a liability to him 
for the costs of the petition, was allowing him to contract a 
debt after notice of an act of bankruptcy. The petition was 
presented, and a receiving order made, and the solicitor received, 
under the Bankruptcy Rules, his taxed costs out of the estate ; 
but he claimed that the balance of the costs was not a debt 
provable in the bankruptcy, and that he could sue for it not- 
withstanding the discharge. Section 37, in saying that for 
certain debts the creditor shall not prove, and then proceeding 
to deal with all debts ‘‘ provable,” certainly raises a présump- 
tion that debts which thus cannot be proved are not provable. 
But the Court of Appeal have held that the prohibition upon | 
proving certain debts is a personal disqualification imposed upon 
creditors who allow the debts to be incurred after notice of an 
|; act of bankruptcy, and that the debt, though it is incapable of 
| being proved in the bankruptcy, is still included under provable 
| debts. Hence the balance of costs in the present case was not 
a debt in respect of which the solicitor could sue. 


a 






Tux veciston of the House of Lords in South African Terri- 
tories (Limited) v. Wallington (reported elsewhere) appears to 
add nothing to the law as to the remedies for a ok of con- 


tract to lend money. It is perfectly well rettled that of such a| 


the date of the receiving order are debts provable in the bank- | 
ruptcy, and are consequently released by an order of discharge. 





céntract specific performance will not be ordered. The remedy 
for the breach is in damages, and in damages only, and the party 
complaining of the breach can only recover if he proves damage. 
‘On a contract to make a loan of money,” said Onrrry, J., in 
Western Wagon Co. v. West (40 W. R. 182; 1892, 1 Ch. 271),** the 
measure of damages is the loss sustained by the breach, and the 
damages may be merely nominal. For instance, if A. agrees to 
lend B. £100 at interest for a week and makes default, and B, 
within a few minutes after the time at which the money ought to 
have been lent obtains from his bankers a loan of £100 at the same 
rate of interest and for the same period of time, the damages would 
be merely nominal.” This is an extreme case, but it illustrates 
the principle, and it shews the impossibility of allowing the 
plaintiff in an action for breach of the contract to obtain judgment 
for the whole sum agreed to be lent. Damages, as the learned 
judge in the same case went on to say, are not recovered by way 
of loan. The plaintiff puts them into his pocket and keeps 
them. But to permit him to obtain in this manner the entire 
amount of the loan would be to turn the loan into a gift. In 
South African Territories v. Wallington (see 45 W. R. 467 ; 1897, 
1 Q. B. 692) the defendant had applied for sixteen debentures 
of the plaintiff company of £50 each. By the terms of the 
prospectus the £50 was payable as to £5 on pee and the 
remainder by instalments. The defendant paid £80, but refused 
to pay the instalments; and when the company brought the 
action the amount of the instalments due was £520. Waricut, 
J., refused specific performance, but nevertheless—tzeating the 
£520 as a debt due—gave judgment for thatsum. There is, 
however, no middle course between ordering specific perform- 
ance of the contract and giving damages for the breach. The 
judgment for £520 was not a judgment for damages. It was 
in effect judgment for specific performance, and it could not 
stand. The decision of the Court of Appeal reversing 
Wnricut, J., was accordingly affirmed by the House of Lords. 
The plaintiff company missed also the chance of recovering 
damages properly so called, as they had given no evidence 
of actual loss, An attempt was made in the House of Lords 
to get the case sent back for a new trial so that the neces- 
sary evidence might be given, but it was held to be too late for } 
the question to be raised. Moreover, the company had received || 
substantial compensation in the right to forfeit the £80 deposited || 
by the defendant. Practically this chance of forfeiture protects | | 
companies against the inconvenience which the refusal of the | 
law to compel specific performance might impose on them. Of 
course in the application of the above principle a contract to 
lend money on debentures does not differ from any other con- - 
tract of loan. 


WueEn A novusz, hitherto unlicensed, succeeds in the now-a- 
days very difficult task of obtaining a licence to sell intoxicating 
liquors, the value of that house is usually increased a 9 ee 
Many persons consider this fact a public grievance, and strongly 
object to a present of a large sum of money being made in thi 
way to the newly-licensed person. Some portion, at least, of 
this increase in the value of the aes, they argue, should 
go into the coffers of the public. It is quite possible that Par- 
liament may some day take this matter in hand, and, under 
certain restrictions, allow justices to demand from applicants 
for licences a sum of money to be used for public purposes. 
Until Parliament does so, however, it seems obviously objec- 
tionable for justices to take this line of their own accord, as 
was done not long ago by the justices of South Shields. The 
facts came before a Divisional Court lately in the case of Reg. 
v. Bowman and Others, which was an a for a certiorari 
to bring up and quash the grant of a licence, and also for a 
mandamus to compel the justices of South Shields to rehear the 
application. These justices at their annual licensing meeting 
had heard an application for a new licence, and also had heard 
objections, and had intimated that they would grant the licence, 
subject, however, to certain conditions, the nature of which 
would be stated at the adjourned meeting. Some of these con- 
ditions were probably quite legitimate, but one was that the 
applicant should pay the sum of £1,000, to be devoted to some 
public purpose. Rules wisi for a certiorari and a mandamus were 
obtained on behalf Of one of the objectors to the grantof the 
tteence—The-rale Yor the certtorart was discharged on the | 
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authority of the recent case of Reg. v. Sharman (supra, P. 326), 
but the mandamus was granted. Now, there is no doubt that 
justices have absolute discretion in the granting of new licences, 

ut they have constantly to be reminded that this discretion 
must be exercised judicially and according to law, not caprici- 
ously or according to private opinion. The character of the 
applicant, the condition and situation of the house, the require- 
ments of the neighbourhood, and such-like matters should be 
carefully considered. If an applicant satisfies the justices on 
all such points he is entitled to a licence ; if, on the other hand, 
an objector establishes his objection on any such grounds, the 
licence should be refused. These are the legal nights of the 
applicant and of the objector. But where the justices are 
satisfied that no such objection exists, and yet refuse to grant 
the licence unless a sum of money is paid, or where they are 
satisfied that such an objection does exist, and in spite thereof 
agree to grant the licence in return for a money payment, they 
cannot in either case be said to act judicially. As was said by 
Wits, J., in the Divisional Court, they might as well put the 
licences up to auction. And although from a moral point of 
view the difference is enormous, from a legal point of view the 
justices might just as well demand the money for themselves as 
for the public. 





Tue surispiction of the county courts was recently invoked in 
the case of London and North-Western Railway Co. v. Donellan, 
which was an action brought to recover rent due in respect of 
trucks left standing by the defendant on railway sidings 
belonging to the plaintiffs, the rent in question being claimed 
under a circular addressed by the plaintiffs to all their traders, 
including the defendant, which notified that such rent would be 
claimed. The defence raised was that the county court could 
not entertain the action because, under the London and North- 
Western Railway (Rates and Charges) Order Confirmation Act, 
1891 (54 & 55 Vict. c. ccxxi.), jurisdiction to determine the 
matters in difference was given to an arbitrator. The enact- 
ment relied on is contained in section 5 of the schedule of 
maximum rates and charges appended to the Act. It provides 
that ‘‘the company may charge for the services hereunder men- 
tioned or any of them”’ (including detention on the company’s 
line, for an unreasonable time, of trucks laden with merchan- 
dise) ‘‘ when rendered to a trader at his request or for his con- 
venience, a reasonable sum by way of addition to the tonnage 
rate. Any difference arising under this section shall be determined 
by an arbitrator, to be appointed by the Board of Trade at the instance 
of either party. Provided that where, before any service is 
rendered to a trader, he has given notice in writing to the com- 
pany that he does not require it, the service shall not be deemed 
to have been rendered at the trader’s request or for his conveni- 
ence.” The county court judge upheld this defence, consider- 
i_; -hat there was a difference between the parties, within the 
meaning of the section, fit to be determined by an arbitrator. 
At the same time, he made a special finding to the effect that, 
though the plaintiffs had demanded the siding rent, the defen- 
dant had always refused to pay it, and alleged that it was 
exorbitant and unjust. On appeal, however, the Divisional 
Court (Wricut and Daruine, JJ.) reversed this decision, hold- 
ing that there was evidence of a contract to pay the siding rent, 
and that no case for an arbitration had been made out. That 
there was a contract binding on the defendant seems clear 
enough. For, notwithstanding the above findings of the county 
court judge, which negative acquiescence properly co-called (as 
to which see Mitchell v. London and Yorkshire Railway Co., 23 
W. R. 853, L. R. 10 Q, B. 256), the defendant by omitting, in 
compliance with the above enactment, to give notice in writing 
to the plaintiffs that he did not require the services charged for 
to be rendered, precluded himself from denying that they were 
rendered at his request. The question of jurisdiction, however, 
presents greater difficulty, as the language of the above enact- 
ment certainly seems to contemplate resort to arbitration, what- 
ever the cause of difference may be, and whether arising out of 
breach of contract or otherwise. It is, therefore, satisfactory to 
find that the Divisional Court, in the case under consideration, 
gave leave to appeal. 





Szctton 32 of the Companies Act, 1862, secures both to 


‘fact that a penalty is im 





shareholders and to the blic the right to 4 
company’s — phew: Perse the is 
required to be open of charge. er persons must a 
shilling or such less sum as the company prescribes. Phe 
question has arisen in Re Kent Coalfields Syndicate (Limited) 
whether the section applies after the company has gone into 
liquidation. Interest in the register does not cease upon 
the commencement of a winding up, and in the case of the 
syndicate which had gone into vaualiag liquidation, GranrHam, 
J., assumed that the section continued to apply, and made an 
order for inspection in favour of an applicant although he was 
interested in the company neither as shareholder nor as creditor. 
But apart from the fact that the section occurs in Part II. of the 
Act, which does not refer to winding up, there is a very signifi- 
cant indication that a restriction must be placed upon it in the 

in the event of inspection being 
refused. The liability to the penalty attaches both upon the 
company and also upon every director and manager who 
authorizes the refusal. These penalties cease, however, to be 
appropriate as soon as a winding up has commenced and the 
control of the directors has been replaced by that of the 
liquidator. It would be an anomaly fora penalty to be imposed 
on a company in liquidation, and there is no provision for trans- 
ferring to the liquidator the liability of the directors. The 
Court of Appeal held accordingly that the right of inspection 
existed only while the company was a going company, and 
reversed the order of Grantuam, J. 





THE ORDINARY provision in articles of association, that the 
directors may in the case of shares not a paid up refuse to 
register a transfer to a B gos of whom they ot approve, 
does not, it is well settled, throw upon the directors the burden 
of justifying their refusal. The question was thoroughly dis- 
cussed in Ex parte Penney (Li. R. 8 Oh. 446), and the position of 
directors would have been made very unpleasant had a different 
principle been admitted. In exercising such a power thé direc- 
tors are in a fiduciary position to the company and to every 
shareholder in it, and the question of the proposed transfer must 
be fairly considered by the board. But by considering it the 
directors do all that is required of them. They need not assi 
their reasons, and the court will not interfere unless it is e 
out that they have been — from some improper motive 
or arbitrarily and capriciously, It is for the person impugning 
their conduct to make out that such has been the case. “ 
cannot,” said James, L.J., in the case just cited, ‘‘ conceive that 
any director would choose to accept office or exercise the power 
entrusted to him if he were liable to be called upon to say what 
the particular reasons were, or the particular motive was, which 
influenced him in coming to the conclusion that any person was 
not eligible as a shareholder.” This principle has been acted 
upon by the Court of Appeal in dismissing the appeal from the 
decision of Srixuine, J., in Re Hannan’s Gold Mining Co. (Limi- 
ted). Allegations were made that the directors were refusing to 
register transfers of a certain class of shares for the purpose of 
keeping them out of the market, but the allegation was not 
eateblished. The transferor, therefore, who complained that 
the transfer tendered by him had been improperly rejected, was 
not able to make out his case, and he was not allowed to shift 
the onus of justifying the rejection on to the directors, The 
court, said the Master of the Rolls, ought to presume that the 
directors were acting within their powers until the contrary is 
proved. 





In tHe recent case of Hemming v. Davis (reported else- 
where) the power of a county court judge to direct security 
for costs to be given in an action remitted to him from 
the High Court was under review. On the bankruptcy 
of the original plaintifis in an action to recover £57 for 
goods sold and delivered, their trustee in bankruptcy was 
added as plaintiff, at his own request, under the provisions 
of R. 8. C., ord. 17, r.4. Afterwards an order was made re- 
mitting the action to the county court, under section 65 of the 
County Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 43). Subsequently, 
the county court judge, by order, directed the trustee ia bank. 
ruptey to give security for costs under section 94 of the last- 
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named Act, which provides that the bankruptcy of a plaintiff 
shall not cause an action to abate “‘ if the trustee shall elect to con- 
tinue such action and to give security for the costs thereof.’ It was 
held that this section did not apply under the above circum- 
stances, and that the county court judge had no power to make 
any order requiring security for costs to be given by the trustee. 
Whether section 94 applies at all to a remitted action, may, 
perhaps, be questionable; but, at all events, it can have no 
application where, as in the case under consideration, bank- 
ruptcy supervenes Jefore the remitting order is made, and the 
trustee in bankruptcy has already been joined as plaintiff by 
order of the High Court, and without requiring any security for 
costs to be given by him. 





By virtvs of section 1, sub-section 6, of the Companies 
(Winding-up) Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. c. 63), every county 
court eens jurisdiction thereunder has for the purposes 
thereof ‘‘ all the powers of the High OCourt.’’ That is to say, 
it possesses under that enactment all the powers and jurisdiction 
of the Chancery Division, if the matter was being dealt with 
there, and all the powers and jurisdiction of the Queen’s Bench 
Division, if the matter was being dealt with there: per Brett, 
M.R., in Ex parte Reynolds, Re Barnett (833 W. R. 715, 15 
Q. B. D, at p. 188). In the recent case of Re New Par Consols 
(Limited) (ante, p. 343) the Court of Appeal held that the above 
enactment prevents the county court judge, when exercising 
winding-up jurisdiction, from being treated as an inferior court 
subject to prohibition. Consequently, in such a case, even 
when want of jurisdiction on the part of the county court judge 
is complained of, the proper mode of procedure is, not to apply 
for a prohibition, but to appeal, which was the course adopted 
in the previous case of Me likley Hotel Co. (41 W.R. 639; 1893, 
1 Q. B, 248). 








THE LIABILITY OF THE TENANT FOR LIFE OF 
LEASEHOLD PROPERTY. 


Tux decision of the Court of Appeal in Re Courtier (35 W. R. 
85, 34 Ch. D. 136) has resulted in a good deal of uncertainty as 
to the liability of the tenant for life of leasehold property under 
a will to bear the burdens of the lease, and the uncertainty has 
been shewn wee varying views of the effect of the case taken in 
the Chancery Division. The coustruction given to it by Kzxewicu, 
J.,in Re Baring (41 W. R. 87; 1893, 1 Ch. 61), was objected 
to by Srinuine, J., in Re Ridding (45 W. R. 457; 1897, 1 Oh. 
876), and now in Re Tomlinson (46 W. R. 299) Kexewicn, J., 
has adhered to his former opinion, and has applied the exonera- 
tion of the tenant for life toa case where the life interest was 
accompanied by the legal estate. 

In considering this conflict of judicial opinion it is necessary 
to refer to the earlier case of Re Fowler (29 W.R. 891, 16 Ch. D. 
723). There a testator bequeathed leasehold houses to his 
trustees upon trust to receive the rents and profits arising there- 
from, and to pay the same to a specified person for life. The 
tenant for life, who was one of the trustees, was allowed to go 
into direct receipt of the rents and profits, and the other trustee 
alleged that since the testator’s death the houses had not been 
properly repaired. He claimed to have provision made out of 
the rents and profits for executing necessary repairs. Fry, J., 
held that in this claim the trustee was right. It is the duty, he 
said, of trustees of leasehold property to keep it free from the 
risk of forfeiture. This is a duty imposed upon them in the 
interest of the remaindermen, and, since there is no other fund 
applicable, the duty must necessarily be performed by recourse 
to the rents of the property. He held, accordingly, that the 
plaintiff trustee had a right to have the covenants in the lease 
performed out of the rents of the houses, and he appointed a 
receiver of the rents for that purpose. 

The practical result of Re Fowler was to throw the burden of 
repairs upon the tenant for life, but this result was due to the 
intervention of the trustee. In Re Courtier (supra) it was the 
remainderman who applied to the court, and he was not equally 
successful. In this case a testator gave leaseholds to trustees 


upon trust for his wife for life, and after her death upon trust 





that the property should be sold and the proceeds divided among 
ns. 


four he leaseholds were in a bad state of repair at 
the death of the testator, and the widow kept them up in the 
same state of repair, but declined to do more. Two of the 
remaindermen applied for an order to compel the tenant for life 
to maintain the cohol in such a state of repair as to satisfy 
the covenants in the lease, so as to avoid a forfeiture. It was 
held, however, by the Court of Appeal that the tenant for life 
was under no obligation to perform the covenants of the lease, 
and the relief asked for by the remainderman was refused. The 
obligation to perform the covenants was on the trustees, and the 
tenant for life was exonerated. ‘‘She is not bound,” said 
Corroy, L.J., ‘‘to the landlords under the covenants; the 
trustees are bound, and it is their duty to repair the houses in 
accordance with the covenants in the leases out of the corpus of 
the estate. There is no rule of law that the tenant for life is 
bound to do these repairs out of rents and profits. She is to 
enjoy these leascholds in specie, but she is under no covenants 
to repair, and there is nothing in the will to shew that the 
testator intended her only to have the net rents after making 

rovision for the liabilities that arose in the testator’s lifetime. 
t cannot be fairly left to the widow to make good the de- 
ficiencies of the testator.” 

There is an obvious distinction between Re Courtier and Re 
Fowler, In the former case the dilapidations were, as the 
passage just quoted states, due to the default of the testator ; in 
the latter the state of non-repair seems to have arisen during 
the agen sce of the tenant for life; and upon this ground He 
Fowler might have been set aside as inapplicable. If so, the 
subsequent doubt as to the effect of Re Courtier would not have 
arisen. But the Court of Appeal did not so distinguish Re 

owler. In Re Fowler, it was said, there was no question 
between the tenant for life and the remainderman. The 
question was whether trustees who were entitled to receive the 
rents and profits ought to provide thereout for repairs. ‘No 
question,” said Corron, L.J., “‘ was decided there between the 
tenant for life and the remaindermen ; only that the trustees, 
having the property in their hands, and having the duty to 
receive the rents and profits, had also the duty to keep that 
part of the estate in repair, and having nothing but rents and 
profits in their hands, they must apply them for this purpose.” 

But whether the remainderman or the trustees are applying 
to the court does not seem to be the most material question. If 
the trustees can throw the burden of the covenants on the 
tenant for life by performing them out of the rents, this means 
that the property is to be preserved for the remainderman at 
the expense of the tenant for life. Re Courtier could have been 
without difficulty decided upon the ground that the dilapidations 
were not due to the default of the tenant for life. They were 
the result of the testator’s neglect, and therefore could properly 
be thrown upon the corpus of the estate. But the terms in whiva 
Re Fowler was distinguished appeared to absolve the tenant for 
life from liability also for non-observance of the covenants 
during the period subsequent to the testator’s death. 

In Re Baring (supra) Kexewicu, J., held that such was in fact 
the result of the decision in Re Courtier. A testator bequeathed 
to his trustees and executors a leasehold house upon trust for 
successive tenants for life, with remainders over, and the trusts 
of the residuary personal estate included a direction to pay out 
of the income thereof all the expenses of carrying the trusts of 
the will into execution. The question arose whether the rent 
and expenses of repairing the leasehold house ought to be borne 
by the tenant for life or by the trustees, and, if by the latter, 
out of what part of the testator’s estate. Kuxxewicn, J., con- 
sidered that primd facie the tenant for life ought to keep down 
those periodical payments which were necessary for the enjoy- 
ment of the property, but he thought himself debarred from 
coming to such a conclusion by the decision of the Court of 
Appeal in fe Courtier. The judgment of Corron, L J., he con- 
diet to be based on the general non-liability of the tenant 
for life to do repairs, and not merely on his non-liability to 
make good the default of the testator. Hence he held 
that the liability was in the trustees only, and was to be 
performed by them, not out of the rents of the leasehold 

roperty, but out of the income of the residuary estate. In Re 
Ri ing, on the other hand, Srie.ine, J., took the view that in 
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deciding Re Courtier, the lords justices were looking —_ at 
the fact that the dilapidations had accrued in the testator’s life- 
time, and he declined to allow it to be any authority for 
exonerating the tenant for life generally from the burdens 
incident to the ession of leasehold property. Hence, where 
a testator had directed that his trustees should pay to a tenant 
for life the income derived from leasehold property, it was held 
that this entitled the tenant for life to receive only the net 
income, and that she must bear the expense of all outgoings 
incurred after the testator’s death. 

The question has now arisen before Kexewicn, J., again in 
Re Tomlinson (supra), and he has confirmed the view of the 
effect of Re Courtier which he took in Re Baring. The Court of 
Appeal were dealing generally with the liability of the tenant 
for life in respect of the leasehold property, and they held that he 
was not bound to do anything at any time to the leaseholds. In Re 
Tomlinson there was not, as in the previous cases, a gift to trustees. 
Leaseholds were bequeathed directly to a legatee for life and to 
legatees in remainder. There was, therefore, additional reason 
for arguing that the tenant for life, as possessed of the legal 
estate, was liable to perform the covenants in the lease, and so 
to preserve the rig wed for the sake of the remaindermen. 
Kexewricn, J., held, however, that the exoneration of the tenant 
for life extended to this case also, and that the proper fund for 
the performance of the covenants was the estate of the testator 
who was originally liable upon them. If this is correct, it would 
seem that a tenant for life of leaseholds, unless under the terms 
of the will he takes them cum onere, can always decline to pay 
the rent and perform the covenants, and look for this to be done 
out of the testator’s estate. If the estate produces no income 
except that of the leasehold property, the burden may then be 
thrown back upon the legatee, and this seems to be the explana- 
tion of Re Fowler (supra). But otherwise the legatee for life 
takes the leaseholds free from liability to keep them up. 
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A TREATISE ON THE LAW OF MORTGAGES, PLEDGES, AND HYPOTHE- 
CATIONS (FOUNDED ON CooTE’s LAW OF MORTGAGES). By 
LEorotp GEORGE GorDON Rossrns, of Lincolns-inn, Barrister- 
at-Law ; assisted by FREDERICK T. Maw, of Lincoln’s-inn, Bar- 
rister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons; Sweet & Maxwell. 


The editors of this elaborate treatise deserve great credit for 
restoring to the front rank of text-books on the law of mo 
the familiar Coote, which in recent editions had rather fallen below 
its old standard. It appears now in another name; and appropri- 
ately, for the mass of new work is very large. The treatise 
remains, however, on lines which are now sometimes considered to be 
the lines of a good old-fashioned text-book. It is a monument of 
elaborate and detailed industry in collecting and arranging all cases 
and statutes affecting, whether nearly or remotely, every branch of 
the subject, rather than a code of principles illustrated by the more 
important cases. Each style has its advantages, as well as its 
disadvantages. The advantage of this style is that the practising 
lawyer will find in detail everything that he can possibly want, if 
only he has the patience to seek it in detail through a mass of other 
things which he does not want. The disadvantage is a little danger of 
bewilderment in the search, and a tendency to find no clear line 
between the ruling principles and the application of them to divers 
sets of facts. For this reason it is hardly a book to be recom- 
mended to students, but it will be a mine of wealth to their elders who 
desire to be acquainted with all the possible decisions bearing upon 
the application of doctrines to complicated facts. Some idea of the 
eoldenen and elaboration of the work may be gathered from the 
simple fact that the tables of contents, cases, statutes, and rules 
cover 220 pages, while no fewer are given to the index. 

There are, of course, some risks of error in a work edited on the 
lines above mentioned: first, some details of importance will get 
overlooked in spite of all industry, and the omission becomes notice- 
able by way of contrast; secondly, cases will creep in which are 
really not relevant although the facts in them involve a reference to 
mortgages; and thirdly, matters which should appear there will slip 
out of the index. There are instances in this book of these defects, 
but we have found very few. We may perhaps (not in the least in 
the way of carping) give one instance of each. To take the first— 
that of omissions: In discussing the power of municipal corpora- 
tions to mortgage their lands, the provisions requiring the approval 


ions Act of 1882 are carefully set out, but no mention is 
made of the fact that under the Local Government Act of 1888 the 
wers of the T are transferred to the Local Government 
Board-—which is important (pp. 445-447). Asan instance of the 
second defect we may refer to the case of Davis vy. Whitehead, (1894, 
2 Ch. 133) which occupies nearly a third of p. 25, and which is a case 
of trust, or specific performance, and has todo with the law 
of mortgages, although the subject-matter of the trust or agreement 
happened in that case to be an equity of redempton. One instance 
of the third defect will also suffice. There isa on marshalling 
of mor assets (chapter 41) which is well indexed, and the index 
includes some other references to marshalling in the book—e.g., mari- 
time securities, but another reference, where a factor has pledged his 
own goods with those of others (p. 1481), appears to have escaped 
the index-maker altogether. 

These are very small defects in so large and elaborate a work. We 
give them only as instances of the difficulty of writing a perfect work 
on these microscopical lines. Subject to these minor criticisms, we 
have nothing but congratulations to Mr. Robbins and Mr. Maw and 
their staff of assistants upon the learning and enterprize and industry 
— have gone to the reconstruction of this favourite old text- 
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The Iaw and Practice in Bankruptcy, somaeaing the Bankruptcy 
Acts, 1883 to 1890, the Benkrapley thebes and Forms, 1886, 1890, the 
Debtors’ Acts, 1869, 1878, the Bankruptcy (Discharge and Closure 
Act, 1887, the Deed of Arrangement Act, 1887, and the Rules 
Forms thereunder, By the Right Hon, Sir Rotanp L. VavuGHAN 
Witu1aMs, Knt., a Lord Justice of oe Edition. By 
EpwarRp WirLiAM HANSELL, MLA., i at-Law. Stevens & 
Sons (Limited) ; Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). Price 30s. 

Ruling Cases. Arranged, Annotated, and Edited a RoBERT 
CaMPBELL, M.A., Barrister-at-Law, assisted by other Members of 
the Bar. With American Notes, by Irvine Brownz, former! 
Editor of the American Reports and the Albany Law Journal. Vol. 
XIV.: Insurance—. Interpretation. London : Stevens & Sons (Limi- 
ted). Price 25s. net. 


Township and Borough, being the Ford Lectures delivered in the 
University of Oxford in the October Term of 1897 ; ther with an 
se sna of Notes relating to the History of the Town of Cam-~- 
bridge. By Freperic WitttAm Marrianp, LL.D., Downing 
Professor of the Laws of England in the University of Cambridge. 
Cambridge: At the University Press. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


House of Lords. ao 
SOUTH AFRICAN TERRITORIES (LIM.) v. WALLINGTON. 18th 
March. 


Company—DeEBENTURES—PAYMENT BY InsTALMENTS—Spxciric Perrorm- 
ANCE—DAMAGEs. 


This was an appeal from an order of the Court of sages (Lord Esher, 
M.R., Lopes and Chitty, L.JJ.), reported 45 W. R. 467; 1897,1 Q. B, 
692. The “nes company, wishing to obtain a loan of £75,000, issued 
@ prospectus inviting re nap he loan was to be in sums of £50 
secured by first mortgage debentures for that amount, the debentures 
constituting a floating charge on the whole of the properties and aseets of 
the company, the loan was to be secured by a trust deed. The money 
was to be paid by instalments—viz., 10 per cent. on application, 15 per 
cent. on allotment, and the balance by equal instalments payable two, 
four, and cix months after allotment. principal was to be repaid on 
the 3lst of December, 1900, with a bonus on e £50 debenture. e 
tespondent applied for an allotment of sixteen , representing 
an advance of £800, and with bis application remitted the sum of £80: 
His offer was duly ay em and the remittance retained by the com- 
. The respondent having (declined to make any further advance, 

he present action was b t him by the company for payment 
of a capital sum which they claimed (1) as in ¢ performance of his 
obligation ; (2) as the balance of the which dey mene dake A 
for the debentures; and (3) as damages which they had sustained by h 
breach ofcontract. Wright, J., gave eeu for the com for the 
amount of the instalment due, but his was reversed by Court 
of Appeal. The case was argued at the end of November last, when 
judgment was reserved. 

Tue Hovse (Earl of Hatssuny, L.C., Lords Watson, Huerscustr, 
Macwnacurtsn, and Suanp) dis the appeal. 
Earl of Hatssury, L.C., in the course of his judgment, said: The 
applicant for debentures, on the face of the instrument, contracts to pay 
, but the real nature of the whole trausaction is an agreement 
by the applicant to lend money at certain and the action in this 
case was in truth mainly, if not altogether, to compel the intend- 





of the Treasury under the earlier Acts and under the Munici 


pal | ing lender to perform his contract to lend, which undoubtedly he had 
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refused and neglected to do. With respect to the claim for specific per- 
formance, Py and uniform couree of decision has prevented the 
pplication of any such remedy, and I do not understand that any court 
or any member of any court has entertained a doubt but that the refusal 
of the learned judge below to grant a decree for specific performance was 
perfectly right. But, of course, in this, like any other contract, one party 
to the contract has a right to complain that the other party bas broken 
it, and if he establishes that proposition he is entitled to such damages as 
are appropriate to the nature of the contract. In this case, as 1 have 
said, the contract was to lend money. Referring to the question of 
damages, the amount of interest to be paid for the loan, and the fact that 
£80 was under the contract itself forfeited to the company for the non- 
performance of the contract in its entirety, render it difficult to sec what 
substantial damages could have been recovered, and I regret that, under 
the circumstances, it should have been thought advisable to appeal to your 
lordships in a case which, upon a review of the facts, does not appear in 
any view of it to have been worth the expense necessarily involved in such 
an appeal. Your lordships were informed that it took seven minutes to 
try, with the result that it bas now been to two courts of appeal, and, 
but for what I am about to say, might have resulted in anew trial. Upon 
a careful review, however, of the facts I have come to the conclusion that 
it would be impossible to suggest any serious damages in this ‘case, and 
the tacit admission of the parties by their declining to consider the 
question of a new trial upon payment of costs renders it unnecessary for 
me to do more than to say that in this case justice has been done by the 
Court of Appeal reversing the decision of the learned judge below. I 
think it right, however, to add that if any serious right were involved, or 
ifit was reasonably possible that injustice has been done, I should have 
felt myself at liberty to give my opinion in favour of a new trial. 

Watson, after stating the facts, continued: The only engage- 
ment madé by the respondent with the company consisted in a promise 
to advance money to them on loan; and it is settled in the law of England 
that such a promise cannot sustain a suit for specific performance. It is 
equally clear, in my opinion, that the obligation of the company to issue 
mortgage bonds against the loan did not in any way alter or affect the 
character of the transaction or give the company any right to sue as for 
the price of an article sold by them which they were ready to deliver. 
The only remedy open to the company was by action against the respon- 
dent for any loss or damage which they might sustain through his breach 
of promise. The case was tried before Wright, J., who gave the company 
a decree for the price of the debentures which the respondent had agreed 
to take up. I cannot cay that the trial was satisfactory. The proceedings 
were chiefly occupied by a discussion between the learned judge and the 
respondent’s counsel, in the courseof which the former indicated the terms of 
the order which he meant to pronounce. No evidence of damage was 
tendered by the appellant ee: An appeal was teken by the respondent 
upon a notice of motion that the decree of Wright, J., should be reversed or 
varied, and the judgment should be entered for him or a new trial 
allowed. At the hearing of the appeal counsel for the company urged 
the first and second of the claims made by them, and did not refer to 
their claim of damages. After the judgment of the Appeal Court was 
delivered, reversing the order appealed from and entering judgment for 
the r lent, counsel, in the absence of the head of the court, moved two 
lords justices to remit the case for trial of the question of damage. Their 
lordehips declined to entertain the application. On the hearing of this 
appeal, counsel for the company again pressed upon your lordships the 
jor foe arguments which they had addressed to the Court of Appeal, 
and moved your lordships to eend back the case, in order that the com- 
pany might have an opportunity of proving damage. I do not doubt that 
tis within the discretion of the House to grant or refuse that motion: 
hut I am very clearly of opinion that, in the circumstances of this case, 
that discretion ought no to be exercised in favour of the appellants, and 
that the order appealed from ought to be affirmed, with costs. 

other noble and learned lords concurring, the appeal was dismissed 
with costs. —Covunset, Sir R. Reid, Q.C.; Herbert Smith and Woodcock ; 
Bray, Q.0., and Gore-Browne. Soxricrrons, F. Voules § Co.; Ranger, 
Burton, § Frost. 
[Reported by C. H. Grarrox, Barrister-at-Law. ) 





Court of Appeal. 


THE LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL v. THE LONDON HYDRAULIC 
POWER CO. No.1. 18th March. 


Mazrroroitis—Svusways—‘*‘ Water Company ’’—Company Surrty Hy- 
pravtic Motive Power—Cuarces ror Uses or Susways—Lonpon 
Country Counci, (Sunways) Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vicr. g. ccit.). 


This was an appeal from the Divisional Court (Wright and Kennedy, 
JJ.) upon a special case stated by consent between the parties pursuant to 
the provisions of ord. 34, r. 1, and the question raised was whether the 
defendant company was a water company. The plaintiffs in the action 
sought to recover from the defendants the sum of £185 5s. for rates Pe - 
able in respect of the use by the defendants of certain subways o the 
—- The defendants were incorporated under the Wharves and 

arehouses Steam: Power and Hydraulic Pressure Co.’s Act, 1871 (34 & 
35 Vict. c. cxxi.), for applying motive power by hydraulic pressure to 
waterside and land cranes for working machinery. They were 
authorized to take and use for the purpose of their undertaking water 
from the River Thames. Section 2 of the said Act incorporated therein 
certain general Acts, including the Companies Olauses Act, 1845, and the 

visions of the Waterworks Clauses Act, 1847, with respect to the 
Coulee up of streets for the purpose of laying pipes. By section 25 of 





the said Act the company was em 
and distribute for the purposes of their not more than one 
million gallons of water per day. By section 30 it was provided that the 
company should construct works necessary to secure the return to the 
river of all waters taken therefrom and used by them immediately after 
the use of the same for the purposes of the said Act. Section 31 pro- 
vided that the said company should not at any time supply water to be 
used for any purpose other than as a motive force. By section 38 
the company were authorized to supply within their district motive 
power by hydraulic pressure to any person or company, and to erect and 
let for hire and work cranes, machines, and engines for the purpose of 
supplying such motive power. Section 9 of the London Hydraulic Power 
Act, 1884 (47 & 48 Vict. c. lxxii), imposed a penalty on any person who, 
being eo by the company with water under the powers of the said 
Act, should use the water so supplied for any other purposes than asa 
motive forc>. By the London County Council (Subways) Act, 1893 (56 & 
57 Vict. c. ccii.), it was enacted that it should be lawful for the council 
to require a company to lay in or remove into a subway of the council any 
pipes belonging to the company where the council had a subway in the same 
street. And it was enacted that the expression ‘‘ the company ’’ should 
mean any company, body, or person having any power of opening or 
breaking up a street for laying any pipe or wire. By section 5 of the 
same Act the council was empowered to make on the company using any 
subway a charge for the use thereof according to a scale to be determined, 
and it was enacted that in the case of any water or gas company havin 
statutory powers to break up streets, regard should be had only to suc 
saving (if any) as might result to such company by reason of the pipe being 
laid and accessible in a subway instead of being laid or remaining under 
a street, and to any other saving resulting to such company by reason of 
the subway, and to the cost of management and supervision of the subway 
and the pipes therein. By section 10 of the same Act power was given 
to the council to make bye-laws fixing the scale of fees and charges to be 
paid by any company or person using any subway. Certain bye-laws 
were made by the council containing provisions as to charges. There was 
one table of charges in respect of water and gas c>mpanies having power 
to break up streets, and another table on a higher scale in respect of com- 
panies, bodies, or persons other than water or gas companies having 
power to break up streets. Under the aforesaid provisions the council 
required the defendant company to lay their pipes and remove the same 
into their subways in certain streets and this was accordingly done. A 
question arose between the council and the defendant company as to the 
scale of charges applicable to the use by the defendants of such subways. 
The council contended that the defendants should be charged according 
to the second scale. The defendants contended that the scale applicable 
to water and gas companies was the scale to be used for the purpose of 
calculating what sum was payable by the company to the council. The 
question for the court was, under which scale the council were entitled to 
charge the company. The Divisional Court held that the company was 
not a water company but a company for supplying motive power, and 
they accordingly gave judgment for the plaintiffs for £185 5s. The 
defendants now appealed. 

bed Court (A. L. Smrrn, Cuirry, and Coiuins, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
a : 

4% L. Saurru, L.J.—This ~——- was established for supplying motive 
power by hydraulic pressure. It is not a water company. It is prohibited 
from supplying water for other purposes. It does not supply water for 
domestic or garden purposes, and has no duty imposed upon it to supply 
water gud water. The Companies Act has not the Waterworks Clauses 
Act incorporated in it but only certain provisions of it with respect to the 
breaking up of streets for the purpose of laying pipes, but that does not 
constitute it a water company. Water companies have large liabilities, 
this company has not. It is not compelled to supply the motive power. 
Further, it is not limited, as water companies are, in respect of the pay- 
ment of dividends. It is a private enterprize. It must, therefore, pay 
the ordinary charges under the scale relating to companies other than 
water or gas companies. 

Curtry, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect. 

Cotuuws, L.J.—I am of the same opinion. I quite agree this is not an 
ordinary water company, but I have some difficulty as to the meaning of 
the expression “‘ water company” in the Subways Act and the bye-laws. 
This company equally has a right to break up the streets for the purpose 
of laying water pipes, and I cannot see why on principle it shou'd come 
under the higher rate, for I fail to eee that its pipes are not water pipes. 
But on looking at the Act we find that the tp rol for some reason or 
other, has placed gas and water companies on a better footing than other 
companies. Appeal dismissed.—Covunset, Cripps, Q.C., and Loehnis ; 
Dickens, Q.C., and English Harrison, QC. Soxicrrons, Beale § Co.; 
W. A. Blaxland. 


[Reported by E. G. Srittwext, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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SUMPTER v. HEDGES. No. 1. 18th March. rs 


Contract—Buitpine—Part Perrormance—Contuacr ABANDONED ‘RY 
Burtper—Comp.etion By Owner—‘‘ Quantum Mervuir.”’ 


This was an appeal by the'plaintiff from a judgment of Bruce, J. The 
action was brought on a building contract. y an agreement in writing 
dated the 3rd cf October, 1896, and made between the plaintiff and the 
defendant, the plaintiff agreed to erect for and on behalf of the defendant 


+two houses and a stable for a sum of £565, £365 of which was to be paid 


in cash and £200 worth of horses. The work was to be completed by the 
31st of December, 1896. By the 28th of November the plaintiff had com- 
pleted work to the value of £330, and he had received £119 in cash and 
two horses valued at £100. ‘The plaintiff at that date being in want of 
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money was pnable to continue the work. The defendant immediately took | Wright, JJ.), on a special case stated in action Attorney- 
over the an -” The plaintiff then brought an action, Goateal on he thie a Ge ene ( ied) ie ahh 
claiming damages for breach of contract and £222 as was claimed (1) a declaration that any agreement the defendants to 


The def 


| Sar countersclatined for damages re breach of 
{ ail er-c for damages by reason of the plaintiff’s breach of 


or ht bave had, to bear or 


| contract whereby he, the defendant, had been cbliged to complete the | from the borough justices to sessions, and 

work himself at an additional cost beyond what he would have to pay | costs by the de’ was ulird vires and void; ) an injunction 

| to the plaintiff. The learned judge in the court below held that the | restraining the defendants from making or acting on any such 
plaintiff had abandoned the work on the 28th of November, and that he | or from ma any such t. At the annual Seema 
was in default, and that he was not entitled on a quantum meruit, but only | meeting held in August, 1895, the chief constable of the h of 
for £34 in respect of loose material left on the ground by him and used | Tynemouth raised objections to renewals of certain vole Rowse 
by the defendant. The plaintiff now appealed. 1t was contended on his | licences, and the justices refused to renew them. The of the 


behalf that if the case of Lysaght v. Pearson (T. L. R., March 3, 1879) is 
good law he ought to succeed, and that that case was on all fours with this 
one. There the owner had entered into possession, and had pretented 
the builder from completing, and it was held by the Court of Appeal 
that the latter was entitled to sue on a quantum meruit. The case of 
Appleby v. Myers (L. R. 2 C. P. 651) was also cited. 

Tue Court (A. L. Surru, Currry, and Corus, L.JJ.) dismissed th 
camee, aes were of opini he_plain : 
bein unable to con inne th ep WO ‘ id a! 
he defendan 
























it. 
ding owner 








here, he mere fact that the b had taken 

—, that he had entered into a new contract with the plaintiff. 

| Nor was there any evidence of an implied contract to pay on a quantum 

meruit. Munro v. Butt (8 E. & B). 738) shewed the law upon this subject, and 

Lysaght v. Pearson did not affect this case. Appeal dismissed.—Covunszt, 

Harris, Q.C., Peile, and G. 7. Drury; Bray, Q.C., and #. Bray. Soxtct- 
tors, Sydney B. Letchford; G. EB. Philbrick. 


[Reported by E. G. Sriiuwett, Barrister-at-Law. } 


i Re KENT COALFIELDS SYNDICATE (LIM.) (In Liquidation). No. 1. 
21st March. 


Company—INsPEcTION oF Recister—Company IN VoLunTARY LiquIDATION 
—Companres Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 89), s. 32. 


Appeal from an order of Grantham, J., at chambers under section 32 of 
the Com es Act, 1862, directing the Kent Coalfields Syndicate (Limited) 
j (in liquidation) and the liquidator to produce to the applicant for his 

inspection the register of members of the Kent Coelfields Syndicate 

(Limited). The syndicate was incorporated as a limited company under 
the Companies Act, 1862, and was being wound up voluntarily. Subse- 
quent to the commencement of the winding up the applicant, who was 
neither a creditor nor a contributory, — to the company for inspec- 
tion of the register, tendering at the time one shilling, but inspection 
was refused. The applicant then — to the judge at chambers for 
an order to inspect the register, and Grantham, J., made the order. The 
company and the liquidator appealed, and contended that eection 32, 
which imposed a penalty on the company for not allowing inspection of 
the register, did not apply to a — liquidation, the register in such 
a case being under the control of the liquidator; and that when a com- 
pany was being voluntarily wound up a contributory alone could get 
inspection of the register under sections 138 and 156 of the Companies 
Act, 1862, and in such a case the only judge who had jurisdiction to 
make an order for inspection was the judge having jurisdiction under the 
Companies (Winding up) Act, 1890. It was admitted that the company 
had ceased to carry onits business. 

Tue Court (A. L. Smrrn, Currry, and Corts, L JJ.) allowed the 
appeal. 

y L. Smrtu, L J., eaid that, in his opinion, looking at section 32 a3 a 
whole, it was obvious that the inspection of the register there referred to 
meant an inspection in the case of a going company alone and not in the 
case of a company being wound up. If authority were wanted for that 
proposition it would be found in the judgment of James, V.C., in Re 
Yorkshire Fibre Co. (18 W. R. 541, L. R. 9 Eq. 650). The learned judge, 
therefore, had no jurisdiction to make the order. 

Currty, L.J., concurred. Section 32 did not, in his opinion, apply to a 
company which was being wound up either by the court or under super- 
vision or voluntarily. It occurred in a group of sections which on their 
face dealt with companies as going concerns. The section iteelf contem- 
plated the company as a going concern. The alty for refusal to allow 
inspection was imposed on the company and the directors, whereas when 
a company was in liquidation the register passed into the custody of the 
liquidator: Re Capital Fire Insurance Association (832 W. R. 260, 24 Ch. D. 
408). The right of inspection given by section 32 was very important to 





anyone who contemplated dealing with the company when it was a going 
concern. In his opinion it was not intended that after winding up a 
stranger should have a right to inspect the register. 

Cotuns, L.J., concurred.—Counsgt, F. Evans ; Swinfen Eady, Q.%., and 
J... Atkin. Sorrcrrors, Lake ¢ Lake ; N. Herbert Smith. 


[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.] 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL ». MAYOR, &c., OF TYNEMOUTH. No. 1. 
11th March. 


Mvunicrpat Corrporantion—App.icaTion or Boroven Funp—OCosts or Cxuigr 
CoxstaBLe In Oprostna Renewat or Licence—Borovexn Funps Act,. 
1872 (35 & 36 Vicr. c. 91), s. 2—Municrean Corporations Act, 1882 


could not, under the Acts, be put u regis 
precisely the same sound, and differing only in spelling, could be 


istered. 
 "heeee and Vavenan Witttasms, L.JJ., concurred.—Covnset, Moulton, 
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licences gave ae othe. om to quarter sessions, 

October the Watch ttee of the borough refused to authorize 
chief constable to act as respondent on the appeals, or to indemn 
_— any costs. On the 15th of October the council resolved ‘ 
the chief constable, who is the 

- +. be authorized to oppose such a 
to indemnify him against any costs wh 
connection with the appeals as such v4 

the appeals the chief constable sahionah le. bechd and opposed 
poy 8, which were dismissed with 

chief constable exceeded the amount allowed on taxation by £132 5s. 
the 19th of November, at a meeting of new 

resolved that this sum should be paid. The Divisional Court that 
the resolution of the council was not sufficient, and that the sanction of 
the second Watch Committee could not override the resolution of the 
former Watch Committee. They therefore gave judgment for the plain- 
tiffs. The defendants appealed. 

Tue Court (A. L. Surin, Currry, and Cotums, L.JJ.), having taken time 
to consider, dismissed the appeal, holding that neither the Manicipal 
Corporation Act, 1882, ss, 140-143, nor Schedule V., Part II., thereof, nor 
the Borough Funds Act, 1872, authorized pa t out of the boro 
fund of the costs incurred by the chief constable in opposing at. 
sessions wals of licences.—Counset, Asquith, Q C., acmorran, 
Q-€-; J. Lawson Walton, Q.C., and 7. W. Chitty. Sortcrrons, Sharpe, 
Parker, Pritchards, § Barham, for H. A. divans, Cesandains Patersone, 
Snow, Bloram, § Kinder, for Ranson, Nelson, § Mesnard, Sunderland. 


{Reported by W. F. Banry, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re RIPLEY & SON’S TRADE-MARK. No, 2. 18ti March. 


Trave-Marxk—‘' Invenrep Worp”’—Worp Sretiep Dirrerentiy FRoM, 
but Sounpine Same as, Common Encuisn Worp— Pinte ’’—Parents, 
Desiens, AND Trape-Marks Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 50), s. 10. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. (reported anée, p. 
97), who hed affirmed the refusal of the Comptroller-General of Paten 
to register the word ‘‘ Pirle’’ as a trade-mark for woollen fabrics in Class 
34, under the provisions of the Patents, Designs, and Trade-Marks Acts. 
Messrs. Ripley & Son, the a ts for tion, were dyers and 
cloth finishers at Bradford. e original a tion was to the 
two words ‘‘ Pirle” and ‘ Pearl.’”” The ller-Ge decided 
that ‘‘ Pearl’’ could not be registered, because it was not an ‘‘ invented 
word,”’ but was in fact commendatory of the goods; and that the word 
‘* Pirle ’’ was open to the eame objection, being really only an incorrect 
way of spelling ‘‘ Pearl.”” The applicants appealed to the court against 
the ref: to registr ‘‘ Pirle.’’ They that ‘‘ Pirle’’ was formed 
from the word “‘ Ripley,’’ their own name, by omitting the ‘‘y”’ and 
transposing the other letters, and con that ‘Pirle’’ was an 
‘* invented word ’’ and was not “ ” or ‘‘descriptive of the 
character or quality of the e.”” Kekewich, J., being of opinion that 
the same considerations applied to the two words ‘‘ Pearl’’ and “‘ Pirle,”’ 
affirmed the decieion of the Comptroller. The applicants appealed. 


Tue Court (Lixptey, M.R., and Riony and Vaveuan Writs, L.JJ.) 


diemiseed the appeal. 
Lixviey, M.R., eaid that the court could not sec its way to allow the 


appeal and grant this application. They were not red to lay down 
the entirely new poopeuiiioh of law that Me = a wal Riows English D yt 
ter, another we 
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Q.C., and A. J. Walter; Sir Richard Webster, A.G., and Ingle Joyce, 


Soxicrrors, Specchly, Mumford, Landon, § Rogers ; Solicitor to the Board of 
Trade. 


{Reported by R. C. Macxenztn, Barrister-at-Law.! 


Re WEST LONDON PERMANENT BENEFIT BUILDING SOCIETY. 
No. 2. 2let March. 


Bumpmxe Socirry — Rvutes— Construction — Payments on Degatu oF 
Memegers- Notice or WiTHprRawAL—Wipows anp Osgpuans — Pae- 
CEDENCE. 


Tint, (etting a0 an additional Judge. of the Obancery Divison), 
Wright, J. (sitt as an ti of t » 

teal the ith of ovember last. The society was established in May, 
1866, under the provisions of the Building Societies Act, 1836 (6 
Will. 4, c. 32), for the 
a jo nag Bowie / society was never i 
Building Societies Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vict. c. 42). 





(45 & 46 Vicr. c. 50), ss. 140-143, 191; Scuzpuze V., Parr LI., cravse 
5 (p). 


Appea] from the judgment of the Divirional Court (Grantham and 


two classes—namely, deposit or unadvanced 
advanced shares. In are 1893, the society was cdaws $3.40 
wound up under the Companies Acts as an unregistered 
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ted to obtain the sanction of the court to a scheme of 
arrangement een the creditors and the contributories of the society. 
The scheme as approved by the court in 1894 provided that the residue 
should be divided amongst the unadvanced shareholders. It was not then 
an ted that there would be sny residue, and no question arose as to 
the rights and priorities of the members. It afterwards, however, 
that, w all claims were discharged, there was « surplus of 
¢ £2,800 for division amongst the unadvanced shareholders. An 
application was accordingly made to Wright, J., who directed that the 
surplus assets should be distributed rateably amongst all the unadvanced 
shareholders other than those that had compromised and released their 
claims. That decision was now aprgealed from, and the Court of Ap 
came to the conclusion that the surplus assets ought to be distributed 
according to the legal rights of the shareholders. The decision of 
Wright, J., on this point was consequently reversed. The question then 
arose whether the widows and children of deceased members were entitled 
bo erer ras and, if so, whether they must claim under a nomination. 
question turned upon the construction of the following clauses in 
the society’s rules: ‘22. Members withdrawing.—That any member 
desirous of withdrawing his or her investments, and having been a 
member one year, shall, by giving one month’s notice in writing to the 
directors, at an monthly meeting, be entitled to receive back his or her 
net monthly subscriptions, with simple interest at the rate of 5 per cent. 
annum, and, in addition thereto, after the second year, such portion 
of the profits as shall be declared by the directors at the date of with- 
drawal. That, if more than one member shall give notice to withdraw at 
one time, they shall be paid in rotation, according to the priority of 
notice ; saavibed always that, the widows and children of deceased 
members shall always have the precedence. . . . '? ‘25. Death of 
members.—That, in case of a member dying, his or her share or shares 
and interest shall belong to, or be distributed among, his or her executors 
or administrators, or other the person or persons hereinafter mentioned, 
and such executors or administrators may vote and act in all cases what- 
soever as fully as the deceased member whom they represent may have 
done if living. . . . When, on the death of any member of this 
society, without leaving a will, a sum of money not exceeding £50 shall 
become payable, euch sum shall, in default of kctters of administration 
being clea out to the deceased member, be paid by the trustees to any 
person nominated by the deceased in writing deposited with the 
secretary (such person being husband, wife, father, mother, child, brother 
or sister, nephew or neice, of such member), and, in case there shall be 
no such nomination, or the person so nominated shall have died before 
the deceased member, or in case the member shall have revoked such 
nomination, then such sum shall be paid to the person who shall appear 
to the said trustees to be entitled under the Statute of Distributions to 
receive the same, without taking out letters of administration in England 
or Ireland, and without confirmation in Scotland. . . .” 

Linpiey, M.R.—Although the rules are extremely obscure, I think I 
see my way to a tolerably plain conclusion on them. The court has to 
deal with the shares of deceased members. It must ascertain who are 
the persons the society must recognize on the death of members. It 
comes to this—that, according to rule 25 the society must recognize the 
executors or administrators of deceased members. If there are neither 
the society must look further and must recognize any person nominated 
by the deceased to take the share. If there are neither executors nor 
administrators, and if the sum of money payable does not exceed £50 and 
there is no nomination, then the society must recognize the person 
entitled under the Statute of Distributions to receive the money. What 
are such persons to take? Mr. Bramwell Davis has said that they could 
not take anything without having given notice to withdraw. That was 
a startling proposition, and not warranted. There was nothing requir- 
ing notice of withdrawal to be given. Whether a member gave notice to 

thdraw or not, on his death he ceased to bea member. Rule 22 refers 
to withdrawals. It does not refer to members who are dead. It con- 
tains a proviso ‘‘ that the widows and children of deceased members shall 
always have the ence.” I had at first thought that that proviso 
meant widows and children of those members who had given notice of 
withdrawal, but on consideration I do not think that that is meant. I 
come to the conclusion that, whenever there is a competition between 
— who have given notice of withdrawal and the widows and chil- 

of deceased members, the widows and children shall always have 

precedence. It does not mean those whom the society is not bound to 

under rule 25. It means those the society has to recognize so 

‘that if there is a competition between withdrawing members and widows 

and children whom the society are bound to recognize under rule 25, 

they are to have precedence. That appears to me to make the best sense 
that is possible of these exceedingly ill-drawn rules. 

Riesy, L.J., delivered judgment to the like effect. < 

Vavenan Wiiuras, L.J., concurred.—Counset, Bramwell Davis, Q.C., 
and Romer ; Macnaghien, Q C., and Ingpen; Warrington, Q.C., and W. E. 
Lloyd ; Buckley, QC., and Clausen; T. B. Napier. Souicrrors, Grundy, 
aa $ Grundy ; Collyer-Bristow § Co.; Wansey, Bowlar, § Co.; Vaizey ¢ 


jad emma by a Saree 


[Reported by J. I. Srizuixe, Barrister-at-Law.] 


WHEELER v. FRADD. No. 1. 18th March. 
Contract—Construction—Oompany Promoter. 


This was an appeal by the plaintiff in the action from a judgment of 
Wills, J, The ag sacl claim was for £1,000 for money received by the 
defendent for the use of the plaintiff ; alternatively for £1,000 for money 


lent by the plaintiff to the defendant. The plaintiff also claimed damages 
for breach of contract. In the month of November, 1896, the defendant, 


itor. In the course of the proceedings a|a company promoter, was engaged upon a projected scheme for the 


formation of a joint-stock mage d to purchase and carry on the business 
of Messrs. Henry Green & Sons, china and glass dealers and gas e rs, 
and on the 23rd of that month, in consideration of £1,000 then advanced 
and paid by the plaintiff to the defendant at his request, the defendant 
undertook and agreed with the plaintiff in the terms contained in an 
undertaking in writing as follows: ‘‘In consideration of your having 
advanced me one thousand pounds in connection with Henry Green & 
Sons, I hereby undertake to repay the same with one thousand pounds 
bonus, of which latter sum seven hundred and fifty pounds is to be in 


— payment - ad ag em pounds to be matte by me to you — 
otment when I receive ment from the company,’’ signed, 
Martin Fraid- "The plaintift oo that there was an fp ied term in 
this undertaking that the defendant would form the said company and 
that the company should go to allotment, and that the £2,000 should be 

aid within a {nals me, and that such time had elapsed, and that 

e, the plaintiff, not having derived any benefit under the undertaking, 
the consideration on which he had advanced the £1,000 had wholly failed. 
The plaintiff also alleged that the defendant had committed a breach of 
the undertaking by not forming the company within a reasonable time. 
From the evidence at the trial it appeased thas the defendant endeavoured 
to get the shares in the proposed company underwritten, but was unsuc- 
cessful in doing so and the company was never régistered and fherefore no 
allotment of shares was ever made. Wills, J., held that the defendant 
was not liable. The plaintiff now appealed, and on his behalf it was 
contended that there was an obligation on the part of the defendant to 
register the company, otherwise the undertaking would not come before 
the public, and there could therefore be no allotment of shares. The 
risk the plaintiff ran was whether the public would or would not take up 
the shares. The plaintiff further had an equitable claim for money had and 
received to the use of himself. 

Tue Court (A. L. Smrru, Currry, and Cotuims, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. 

A. L. Sura, L.J., after stating the facts of the case, said: Ti is clear 
there was here a bargain by the defendant to pay after allotment. The 
letter must be construed to mean that the defentiant woutt pay the £1,000 
after allotment if.and when he received payment from the company, and 
the learned judge below was right in to holding. Tt has been argued 
that there was a contract by the defendant to register the company. I 
cannot find any such contract. If, however, the plaintiff could make out 
that there is euch a contract, it does not follow that the plaintiff could 
recover the £1,000, because it does not follow that the company, even if 


living bare = . He undertook not more, The contract implies 
that the defendant would-take all reasonable stepahecould. The evidence 
is that he did so by going about amongst persons and endeavouring to 
induce them to underwrite this company. I am of opinion that he did 
his best to give life to this company and that he has committed no breach. 
of contract. This appeal must therefore be dismissed. 

Currry and Corus, L JJ., delivered judgments to the same effect. 
Appeal dismissed.—Counset, Witt, Q.C., and Corner ; Dickens, QC., and 
Boxall, Soxscrrors, Bennett § Co.; A. Puleston. 


[Reported by E. G. Stituwext, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re THE STOCKPORT RAGGED, INDUSTRIAL, AND REFORMATORY 
SCHOOLS, Stirling, J. 19th March. 


Cuarity—Raccep Scuoor—Morreace or Prorgsrry or—Sancrion or 
Cuarnity Commissioners—16 & 17 Vicr. c. 137, ss. 17, 62. 


This was a petition presented by the trustees of this charity uuder the 


| provisions of Sir 8. Romilly’s Act (52 Geo. 3, c. 101), asking for the sanc- 
/ tion of the court to a _ mortgage of part of the property vested 
ools we 


in the trustees. The ec re established in 1866 under a trust deed, 
and they were conveyed to the trustees upon trust to permit them to be 
used as a ragged, industrial, and reformatory school under a committee 
of ement, the trustees having A aad to sell the original buildings 
and apply the proceeds of such sale in erecting and building larger 
schools. The situation of the schools having become unsuitable, and the 
buildings too small for eee of the trust, the trustees proposed to 
sell the existing schools, 
other moneys in hand and a further sum to be raised upon mortgage of 
the new premises, in buying a new site and building larger schol By 
the table Trusts Act, 1853, s. 17, it is provided that notice of legal 
roceedings as to any charity by any person except the Attorney-General 


Should be given to the Board of the Charity Commissioners, and that the . 
courts should not entertain proceedings as to charities except upon thecer- — 


tificate of the Board. By section 62 of the same Act it is enacted that “‘ this 
Act shall not extend to the Universities of Oxford . or any institu- 
tion, establishment, or society for religious or other charitable purposes 
° . wholly maintained by Mme | contributions. . . . Pro- 
vided always that the raid exemption s not extend to any cathedral, 
collegiate, chapter, or other schools.” The Charity Commissioners 
claimed that, under section 17 of the Charitable Trusts Act, 1853, their 
sanction was required to the presentation of the petition. The trustees of 
the charity, on the other hand, contended that the effect of the proviso to 





section 62 was that only schools of a lite nature with the schools thereia 
specified fell within that section. ' 
Sriraune, J., referred to Re Clergy Orphan Corporation (1894, 3 Ch, 145 


registered, would ever have gone to allotment. The obligation the | 
defendant undertook was to do his best-to convert this business into a || 


cash and two hundred and fifty pounds in cash or shares at my option; || 
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and a | oe but for the yh case — in se have 

verned the present case. In u t, however, as $ . 
fhe narrower construction of the seovie was the true one, the trustees’ 
argument must prevail, and the Charity Commissioners were not entitled 
to require their sanction to be obtained to the presentation of the petition. 
—Counset, Vaughan Hawkins ; Ingle Joyce; Grosvenor Woods, Q.O., and H. 
Johnston ; H. Greenwoad. Soutcrrors, Clabon ; The Solicitor to the Treasury 
Andrew, Wood, & Purves, for J. W. Johnston, Stockport. 


[Reported by W. Scorr Tuompsoy, Barrister-at-Law.] 


HARROP v. OSSETT, MAYOR AND CORPORATION OF. Romer, J. 
22nd March. 


Practice—Costs—Action Acatnst Corporation—Pusiic AUTHORITIES 
Prorsction Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vicr. c. 61), s. 1 (3). 


This was an action to restrain the defendant corporation from using a 
building at Storrs Hill, Ossett, as a hospital for emall-pox patients and 
from receiving or treating in or at such building any person suffering 
from small-pox. The action, which was brought by the owners of other 
land and houses at Storrs Hill, and was based on private nuisance to the 
plaintiffs, was dismissed with costs. By the Public Authorities Protec- 
tion Act, 1893, section 1, where after the Act “‘ any action is commenced 
Sete ainst any person for any act done in pursuance or execution or 
intended execution . ofany aaa duty or authority, the follow- 
ing provision shall have effect : (4) Wherever in any such action a judg- 
ment is obtained by the defendant, it shall carry costs to be taxed as 
between solicitor and client.’’ 

Romer, J., held that the above enactment applied, and that he had no 
discretion under the enactment, and must give the defendant corporation 
their costs as between solicitor and client.—CounsEL, Macmorran, Q.C., and 
O. L. Clare; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and J. G. Wood. Soxtscrrors, Chester, 
Mayhew, Broome, § Griffiths, for Jansens § Co., Wakefield; Baker, Lees, § 
Postlethwaite, for W. Brooke, Ossett. 

Reported by Ratzes B, Par.urorrs, Barrister-at-Law.) 


, 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
HEMMING AND OTHERS v. DAVIES. Div. Court. 22nd March. 


Practick—Remirrne Casz To County Court—Transrer or Action, WHEN 
Mapze—Banxrvrtcy or Piarntirrs—Trustez AppEep as PLAINTIFF BY 
Orver or THE Htcu Court, Berore Procerpines rn Country Court WERE 
Commencsp—AppiicaTion For Trustez To Give Sgcurtry—County 
Court Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 43), ss. 65, 66, 94. 


This was an appeal by the plaintiff Sharp, a trustee in bankruptcy of 
the plaintiffe, Messrs. Hemming & Johnson, from an order of his Honour 
Judge Harrington, sitting at the Birmingham County Court, ordering 
him fo give security for the costs of the action. In May, 1887, the 
original plaintiffs, Messre. Hemming & Johnson, brought the action in the 
High Court to recover ona specially-indorsed writ the sum of £57, balance 
due to them from the defendant Davies for goods sold and delivered. On 
the 5th of June certain items, amounting to something over £7, were 
admitted by the defendant, bringing the balance claimed for by the 
plaintiffs to just under £50, and leave to defend was given him, and an 
order made remitting the action to the county court at Birmingham 
under eection 65 of the County Courts Act, 1888. On the 30th of 
August the plaintiffs, Hemming & Johnson, became bankrupt, and on the 
7th of October Sharp was appointed trustee. On the 31st of December 
Sharp applied ex parte under R. 8. O., ord. 17, rr. 4, 5, to be added as a 
plaintiff to the action of Hemming and Others v. Davies, and the application 
was granted. Meanwhile, although the order directing that the action 
thould be heard in the county court had been obtained some six 
months before, no steps under that order were in fact taken until the 
14th of Jannary, 1898, when the writ and the order remitting the action 
were lodged in the county court. On the application of the defendant the 
county court judge on the 24th of January made an order for security 
for costs to be given by the trustee under section 94 of the County Court 
Act, 1888. From that order Sharp appsaled. For the appellant it was 
argued that the action although remitted for trial as to the balance of the 


* claim to the county court, remained nevertheless a High Court action.. 


Certainly it did not become in any sence a county court action until the 
writ was issued in the county court, and before that date Sharp became 
by an order of the High Oourt a plaintiff in the action. The county court 
judge had no power to treat the trustee as an “‘added”’ ty and no 
jurisdiction to order him to give security. Section 94 of the County 
Court Act, 1888, enacted that the bankruptcy of the plaintiff in any 
action in the court which the trustee might maintain for the benefit of 
the cieditors shall not cause the action to abate if the trustee shall elect 
to continue such action and to give security for the costs thereof; and in 
cate the trustee did not elect to give such security within the time limited 
by the order, the defendant might avail Limself of the bankruptcy as a 
defence to the action. The power of the county court judge to order 
security was not retrospective: Welply v. Buhl (3 Q.-B. 80) and D’ Errico 
v. Samuel and Another (1896, 1 Q. B. 163). Counsel in support of the 
order a from submitted that the county court j had power 
under the rules to make the order. Sections 65 66 that all 
remitted actions and all proceedings thercin shall be tried and taken in 
the county court as if the action had been originaliy commenced there. 
The power to order security for costs must be treated as if the action had 


been begun in the first instance in the county court, and therefore section 
94 applied. 





no retrospective application. Before the action to the county court 
oe ree ee reba Ag ney 
oa , and Jong after then the action continued to be a High Court 

: ite ee ee ee eee the defendant while 
the case remained in dann pa teng ey before 14th of a. 
application for security have been refused, and Sharp’s as 
a tiff, added by order of the High Court, was not altered use he 


court. 

Darna, J., concurred. Appeal allowed with costs, but leave to appeal 
ted.—Counsri, Boydell Houghion; Stamford Hutton. Soxscrrons, 
rage § Co., for Reece ¢ Harris, Birmingham ; Morse ¢ Simpson, for W. 

H. Whitelock, Birmingham. 
[Reported by Easxrxe Rein, Barrister-at-Law. | 


THOMAS v. ROBERTS, SMITH (Claimant). Div. Court. 22nd March. 


Brit or Sate—Rerorstration—“Trus Cory’?—Omission or Datre— 
Vauipiry—Buits or Satz Act, 1872, Amenpment Act, 1882 (45 & 46 
Vicr. oc. 43), 8, 9. 


This was an we from a decision of Mr. FitzRoy Cowper, sitting as 
deputy-judge at Marylebone County Court. The question, which arose 
upon an interpleader issue, was whether a bill of sale was void if the 
registration copy omitted to state the date of the bill of sale. The 
learned deputy-judge held that the bill of sale was invalid, and the 
claimant under the bill of sale a . In support of the appeal 
counsel contended on the authority of Re Hewer, Ex parle Kahen (21 
Ch. D. 871), that a “‘ true copy’? was not necessarily an exact copy, and 
that the omission of the date from the registered copy did not per se 
invalidate the bill of sale, if good in other . It was an omission 
which would not miislead a person who the register for infor- 
mation. It was able from a clerical mistake. [Warurour, J., 
referred to Tuck v. Southern Counties Deposit Bank (42 Oh. D. 471).] The 
ea _ itself a correctly flee’ oo of bate oe 1897. 

uneel in su 0 “yt -judge’s appealed from relied 
upon Parsons 5th (25 Q. S. 110). The objection to the validity of 
the bill of sale had been lodged under section 9 of the Bills of Sale Act, 
1882, which enacted that a bill of sale made or given by way of security 
for the payment of money by the grantor thereof shall be void unless 
made in accordance with the form of the schedule annexed to that Act. 
The schedule required the date to be given, and the form of the registered 
copy followed the schedule. An omission or irregularity in either of a 
material fact rendered the bill of sale invalid. 

Waicnrt, J., in giving j ent, said the appeal of the claimant m 
be allowed. On the main t argued— ly, whether the omission 


the date in the ered copy invalidated the bill of sale, he was o an 
regist py ‘ 


opinion that the omission wa” not such an error as a 
creditor searching the register. The date had been correctly given in the 
bill of sale, and a person finding a blank in the registered copy could refer 
to the affidavit and would there find, in this case, the date accuratel 
entered. As, however, other objections against the validity of 
bill of sale had been raised during the hearing of the appeal relating to 
matters of fact the case must be remitted for the decision of the deputy- 
judge on these questions. The appellant. however, should have the costs 
of this appeal in any event. Those of the firet trial to abide the result of 
the second trial. It was an extremely technical objection which the 
appellant came to that court to get rid of. 

antine, J., concurred. Appeal allowed.—Oovunsen, Turrell; Frank 
Mellor. Soxscrrons, 7. Howard Snith; A. H. D. Monweiler. 

[Reported by Erxsxixe Rein, Barrister-at-Law.} 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re PIERS, Ex parte PIERS v. READ. C.A. No, 1. 
March. 


Banxruprcy—Proor—AMENDMENT — Securep Oreprror — Omission To 
Vatux Security Astsinc Prom InapvaeTence—Banxevrrcy Act, 1883 
(46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), Scuepute I., x. 10. 


This was an appeal from Wright, J. (see 46 W. R. 207), who refused an 
application by C. P. Piers, the ee of Turnbull, a secured creditor in 
the bankruptcy, for leave to amend his proof by) Fygeion the valuation of 
his security from nil to the full amount of the debt proved for. Turnbull 
owing to false information as to the value of bis security, had valued it 
at nil, and had voted ata meeting of creditors in respect of the fall 
amount of his debt. He subsequently a his debt to O. P. Piers, 
who discovered that the security was equal to the whole amount of the 
debt, and he therefore applied for leave to amend his proof. Wright, J., 
relying upon the case of Kx parte Clarke, Re Burr, 40 W. R. 608, came to 
the conclusion that the omission to value the security did not arise from 
“inadvertence.” He held that what ‘inadvertence’? means is the 
contrary to deliberate election, and he therefore refused the application. 
From this judgment Piers now “PE s 

March 18.—Tue Covrt (A. Surrx, Carrry, and Cottms, L.JJ.), 
ha’ taken time to consider their judgment, dismissed the 

A. L. Surrn, L.J., read the following judgment: The q raised 


4th and 18th 


——— | 7 
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| aa the appeal is whether Mr. Turnbull, who was a creditor of Sir 
ustace Piers, a bankrupt, has omitted to value his security, and that 
such omission has arieen from inadvertence within the meaning of rule 10 
of Schedule I. of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. Wright, J., decided against 
Mr. Turnbull’s assignee, Mr. Piers, who appeals. Rule 10 is as follows: 
** For the purpose of voting a secured creditor shall, unless he surrenders 
his security, state in his proof the particulars of his security, the date 
when it was given, and the value at which he assesses it, and shall be 
entitled to vote only in respect of the balance (if any) due to him after 
deducting the value of his security. If he votes in respect of his whole 
debt he 1 be deemed to have surrendered his security, unless the court 
on application is satisfied that the omission to value the security has arisen 
from vertence.’’ Sir Eustace Piers was adjudicated a bankrupt upon 
the lst of October, 1890, and Mr. Turnbull, upon the 3rd of October, 
1891, sent in his proof against the estate, which, so far as material, was 
as follows: ‘The said Sir Eustace Piers was at the date of the receiving 
order—-viz., the lst of October, 1890—and still is justly and truly indebted 
to Thomas Turnbull in the sum of £494 5s. for professional services 
rendered, work done, and fees payable by the said Thomas Turnbull as 
solicitor for and on behalf of the above-named bankrupt at his request, 
for which sum I ray that I have not received any manner of satisfaction or 
security whatsoever, rave and except a charge upon certain deb 1-tures 
which is considered worthblees.’’ Having thus rent in his proof, Mr. 
Turnbull in March, 1892, voted at a meeting of creditors in respect «.f his 
whole debt of £4945s. Mr. Turnbull’s assignee in the year of 1897 for 
the first time contended that when Mr. Turmfbull sent in his proof upon 
the 3rd of October, 1891, he omitted to value his security, and that this 
arose from inadvertence. Now, pausing here, can it be truly said that 
Mr. Turnbull, when he sent in his proof upon the 3rd of October, 1891, 
omitted to value his security? It seems to me that he did not, for he then 
deliberately elected to assess the value of his security as being worthless, 
and to = against the estate of Sir Eustace Piers in respect of his 
whole debt, and having done so proceeded to vote at a meeting of 
creditors as being a creditor against the estate for the whole amount of 
his debt. It appears to me that he then omitted nothing. He assessed 
the value of his security at what he then believed to be its value—i.e., 
as worthless. Arseesing the value of a security as worthless is equally 
an assessment as if the assesement: had been of some value. This, in my 
opinion, suffices to determine the present case against the appellant. 
But, assuming that Mr. Turnbuli had omitted to value his eecurity, 
which I think he had not, did he do so by inadvertence? What is said 
is this—that Mr. Turnbull was induced in October, 1891, to assess the 
value of his security as being worthless by information which led him to 
believe that it was so, but that by reason of a litigation which has taken 
place in subeequent years it has been found out that his security is not 
worthless, and in 1897 the appellant sought to amend the proof by 
valuing his security at £494 and to adhere thereto rather than to prove 
as he did against the estate for his debt. The finding out by subsequent 
events that in October, 1891, Mr. Turnbull was in error in electing to 
assess as worthless his security is not, in my opinion, 
‘* inadvertence ’’ within the meaning of the rule. This word points to 
forgetfulness or accident, and not, as Vaughan Williams, J., well puts it 
in Ex parte Clarke (40 W. R. 608), to the case of a creditor having the 
choice before him of what he will do and balancing the advantage and 
deliberately electing to prove and abandon his security. I agree with 
Wright, J., that the word ‘‘inadvertence’’ in this rule means the 
opposite of deliberate election, and that it does not cover a deliberate 

ection, though based upon false grounds. What Mr. Turnbull did in 
October, 1891, did not arise <ither from forgetfulness or accident, 
though it may have been a mistake. But this is not the word in the 
rule, and when I see that in rule 13, Schedule II., the Legislature has 
used the words ‘‘ mistaken ettimate,” it shews me that it meant by 
‘*inadvertence’’ something other than a mistake. If North, J., in the 
case of Re Lister ¢ Co. (40 W. R. 589; 1892, 2 Ch. 417) intended to hold 
that the words ‘‘ inadvertence’ and ‘‘ mistake’? were convertible terms I 
cannot agree with him. In my judgment the appellant fails to shew 
that Mr. Turnbull has either omitted to value his security, or that he did 
s0 by inadvertence, and the appellant must establish both to bring 
himeelf within the rule. I ray nothing about the length of time which 
has elapeed nor the other circumstances of this case, for the appellant 
doee not, in my judgment, bring himeelf within the rule. I agree with 
the judge of the court below, and the appeal must be dismiseed with 
costs. 


Currry, L.J., also read a judgment to the same effect. 

Cortins, L. J.—I also agree that upon the facts of this case Turnbull 
cannot be said to have omitted to value his security through inad- 
vertence. As regards, however, the words ‘‘omission to value the 
security’’ in rule 10 of Schedule I., I am far from satisfied that the 
Legislature did not intend them to cover both the case where there is 
8 valuation of a security at ni/ and the case where there is an omission 
to place any value on the security. I cannot think it was intended that 
totally different results should foJlow. In my opinion the word “ value” 
in the schedules is uscd as denoting a positive value. It is not necessary, 
however, for us to decide this point now, as the caee clearly does not 
come within the provision as to inadvertence. Appeal dismissed.— 
Counset, MeIntyre ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Nepean. Sotscrrons, W. 
Eley ; T. Edwards. 


[Reported by E. G. Srittwett, Barrister-at-Law.] 


BUCKWELL v. NORMAN. C.A. No.1. 17th March. 


Banxavurtcy—Provas_te Dert—Denr Contracten Arter Notice or, Act 
on Banxrvrrcy—Lianitiry or Banxnupt—Banxrvrrtcy Act, 1883 (46 & 
47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 9, sun-sectron 1; s. 37, suB-sEcrions 2, 3 








Appeal from the judgment of the Divisional Court (Wright and 
Kennedy, JJ.) affirming the decision of the oe cag County Court Judge. 
The plaintiff, who was a solicitor and a creditor of the defendant, was 
informed by the defendant that he was unable t> pay his debts, and was 
instructed by him to file his petition in bankruptcy. The plaintiff 
accordingly did so, and the defendant was adjudicated bankrupt. The 
plaintiff carried in his bill of costs incurred in connection with the fili 
of the petition, and received out of the assets part of the amount thereo 
under rule 125 of the Bankruptzy Rules, 1886, which provides for ‘‘ the 
taxed costs of the petitioner’? being paid out of the assets, and brought 
this action to recover the balance of the costs so incurred. These costs 
were incurred prior to the date of the receiving order; ani the ae 
had not obtained his discharge. The county court judge held that the 
defendant had, by informing the plaintiff that he was unable to pay his 
debts, committed an act of bankruptcy under section 4, sub-section 1 (A), 
of the ee Act, 1883; and he held that the plaintiff could not 
recover. The Divisional Court affirmed this judgment. The plaintiff 
appealed. 

Tue Covrar (A. L. Surrx, Currry, and Cottins, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. 

A. L. Surra, L.J., said that the question was whether this debt for 
costs incurred after notice of the act of bankruptcy, and before the 
receiving order, was a debt provable in bankruptcy. [f so, the plaintiff 
could not recover by reason of section 9, sub-section 1, of the Baskraptoy 
Act, 1883. Section 37, sub-section 3, made all debts and liabilities, with 
certain exceptions, to which the debtor was subject at the date of the 
receiving order provable in bankruptcy. This debt came within that 
category, and was therefore provable in bankruptcy. Sub-section 2 of 
that section, however, created a personal incapacity to prove where the 
person seeking to prove had notice of an available act of bankruptcy 
when the debt was contracted. This debt was contracted after notice of 
an available act of bankruptcy, and therefore, though the debt was prov- 
able in bankruptcy, the plaintiff could not prove it. The debt being 

rovable, section 9, sub-section 1, prevented the plaintiff from suing 
or it. 

Curry and Couns, L.JJ., concurred, pointing out that the distinc- 
tion was drawn in section 37 between the character of the debt and the 
personal capacity of the person seeking to prove.—CounszL, Firminger and 
E. Bowen Rowlands ; E. T. Holloway. Sottcrrors, C. R. Sawyer § Ellis ; 
R. Hewlett, for A. Mirams, Brighton. 


[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.] 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE SELDEN SOCIETY. 


The annual general meeting of the members of the Selden Society 
was held on Wednesday in the Council Room, Lincoln's Inn Hall. The 
chair was taken by the Master of the Rolls, and among those present 
were Mr. Justice Romer, Mr. Justice Stirling, Mr. Justice Byrne, Mr. 
Justice Wills, Sir F. Pollock, Mr Farwell, Q.C., Mr. Lawrence, Q C., 
Mr. Seward Brice, Q.C., Mr. Chadwyck-Healey, Q.C., Professor West- 
lake, Q.C,, Mr. Cyprian Williams, Mr. Stuart Moore, Mr. Marsden, Mr. 
F. K. Munton, Mr. Turner, and Mr. B. Fossett Lock (hon. secretary). 

We printed the annual report, ante, p. 348, from which it appeared 
that there was a slight increase in the number of members, which was 
265 in 1897, as compared with 256 in 1896. 

Professor WestLakeE, Q.C., moved, and Mr. Justice Byane seconded, 
the adoption of the report and accounts. 

The Master of the Rolls was elected president, Sir F. Pollock a vice- 
president, and Mr. Scargill-Bird, Mr. Justice Stirling, Mr. Justice Wills, 
Mr. Ohadwyck-Healey, Q.C., Mr. OC. I. Elton, QOC., and Judge 
Meadows White were elected to fill vacancies on the council. 

The Master of the Rotts said that the society was this year in a dis- 
tinctiy better position than in the past year. Its influence was, however, 
not so extended as it ought to be, and the value of its publications was not 
appreciated so largely as it would be if they were better known. They 
might possibly improve their position if they were to —— a small sub- 
committee to consider what steps could be taken to widen their sphere of 
influence and to gain fresh subscribers. He could not kelp thinking that 
unless they exerted themselves in some such way the progress of the 
society, if any, would be very slow. Inthe matter of the Year-books 
something had been done. A small sub-committee had been appointed 
to confer with the Oxford autborities to eee whether come co-operative 
measures could not be adopted. There were so many gaps in the Year- 
books that to fill them up would be a very formidable business. The 
society could hardly hope to undertake such a task unless they could get 
external help. He hoped that that assistance would be shortly obtained 
and the Year-books made of real value, not only to lawyers, but to 
historians. 

Mr. Linpsay suggested that printing the Year-books was really the work 
of the Treasury. .- 

The Masten of the Rotts was not at all sanguine that they could get 
the Treasury to take the matter up. From what he knew of their habits 
he thought they were more likely to help the cociety if it undertook the 
work. 

On the motion of Mr. Justice Wi11s, seconded by Mr. Caackanruorps, 
Q.C., a vote of thanks was passed to Lord Herachell for his services aa 
president during the past three years. 

Votes of thanks were also passed to the officers and president, 
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coon cae 
ean ent of the Birmingham Law Society hed retenes ia not undeserved 
. , ’ s to the reputation English bench. would content himself 
Was LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. terms ting in fogard to the bench of the present day that while it did 
, was BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. not claim to be always right, it endeavoured to discharge its duty fairly 
sintift between man and man, without fear and without favour, and regardless 
The Tur Lorp Cuter Justice on Lacat Epvucarion. of popular feeling, on whatever side that popelar Socling was displayed. 
filing The annual dinner of the Birmingham Law Students’ Society was held | He hoped he might be allowed to make a to a sub 
rereok on Saturday night, the chair being occupied by Lord Justice Rigby, | to that dealt with by the president. Lord Justice a ded 
the president for the year. His lordship was supported by the Lord Mayor | that the objects of the society were advancement in the knowledge of law 
ought (Councillor Beale), the two judges now conducting the Birmingham and in the practice of advocacy. Cognate to that subject was the subject 
costs astizes, Lord Chief Justice Russell and Mr. Justice Kennedy, Mr. A. | of education in the legal profession, and as that was & subject very close 
krupt McBean (Mayor of Wolverhampton), Mr. I. Bradley (city coroner), Mr. | to his heart he hoped mn | would forgive him if he said a word upon it. 
t the Jelf, Q.C., Mr. Harris, Q.C., Mr. Amphlett, Q.0., Mr. Registrar Parry, | He would address himself to the branch of the represented by 
y his Mr. T. H. Russell (president of the Birmingham Law Society), Mr. J. J. | the young men present who were in the tion of articled clerks. 
1 (A), Parfitt, Mr. H. A. Pearson, Mr. T. Norris Foster, Mr. 8. S. Dorsett, Mr. | There was nothing more remarkable in connection with that branch of 
d not B. Grimley, Mr. G. T. Edwards, Dr. Showell Rogers, Mr. F. 8. Pearson, the profession than the great advance which had been made in the last 
intiff Mr. C. B. Smith, Mr. Perie (marshal to the Lord Chief Justice), Mr. | half-century in what he might call the status in public estimation and in 


Kennedy (marshal to Mr. Justice Kennedy), Mr. E. V. Hiley, Mr. A. H. | the morale of that branch of the profession. He thought it was - 
Mr. M. Butcher, Mr. C. H. | able the amount of good which bad been effected by the profession itself 


l the Coley, Mr. L. J. Sharp (official receiver), 

Saunders, Mr. H. F. Sharp, Mr. S. M. Slater, Mr. A. H. McBean (hon. | by ite various organizations and law in the centres of 
for sec.), &c., the company numbering altogether over a hundred, population throughout the country. Those societies raised the tone 
2 the The SecreTary announced apologies for absence from a number of | of the members of the profession individually and collectively, end bed 
intiff gentlemen, among them the Recorder of Birmingbam (Mr. J.8. Dagiele, exercised a disciplinary force over the individual members ich had 
uptcy Q.C.), Mr. Registrar Glaisyer (vice-president of the society), Judge worked enormous good. But while he noted that remarkable advance, 
with Whitehorne, Sir Richard Harington, Mr. Buzzard, Q.C., Mr. A. L. he was by no means clear that the movement had not been 
the Crockford (Mayor of Sutton Cvldfield), Mr. T. M. Colmore (stipendiary retro in reference to the general legal education of the 

that magistrate), the town clerk of Birmingham (Mr. E. 0. Smith), and the | members of that branch of the ion. At the t moment, in 
2 of clerk of the peace (Mr. O. E. Mathews). come of the great towns—for example, Liverp2ol, yee — — 
> the Lord Justice Ricpy, in his presidential address, expressed the great as a es ene sen articled Rec He did not think Ka 
ptcy sympathy which the senior members of the profession had in the progress aid ~ h ein Lo d _ ti the I ' Law Society ; 
ce of of the junior members. He was not one of those who held that there ever — i aden ag he ee Dense mcyontrvher attended 
Tov = could be a fusion of the two branches of the profession. There was a pon pooch a o in “wr ga the teaching of am classes. 
veing difference in the duties of a solicitor and the duties of a barrister which All - an a with to beolatel the education which led poe 
suing was absolutely ineffaceable. At the same time he recognized, with ony oe oe — “it th rf a ined to become solicitors of the 
pleasure, that the Inns of Court and the Incorporated Law Society had 2 bane mee natn Cee “leaden and in the main the rest of 
‘inc- done a great deal towards making it possible for any member of either r= ponent =e aon any pterno of cramming, and not by a system of 
L the branch to pass with the slightest inconvenience to the other. -He le poate ralightened Judy, instruction and education. Aes 
and exhorted the students of the law to aim at high ideals, considering not his own branch of the profession, he could not say that things were much 


only how they should turn their profession to lucrative account, but liberate warning on the 
having regard to the interests of their profession, the interests of their a — Nv oo penser yes ae = serious 
clients, and the interests of the country, which to a great extent were | ., J uences t> the profession. There were certain exclusive privileges 
committed to them. A considerable number of years ago it was a fashion rs o members of the bar ” (They had rights of exclusive audience in 
to speak in a depreciatory manner of English law as distinguished from e Sa me Courts, and they had rights of pre-audience in many 
other systems of law; but that was all changed now, and they all realized nb PrThere were eT he rtant offices throughout the country 
that the English system had practically no competitor, except in those on * adi jal. some daei judicial, and some administrative, which were 
systems which directly derived their origin from the Roman law. s}most pra on Te amor Lr to belong to members of the Bar. He 
Although from time to time we wisely allowed ourselves to be taught by | vanted to know aah right could the rofession of the Bar urge for the 
the great masters of Roman law, yet our attitude in the main was a stub- | - sintenance of those exclusive rights po privileges unless they were 


lis ; 













born end sturdy resistance to that law, and he ventured to say it was a 
_y wire aud a most bappy resistance. The result was that our law, with all its oder pele irae wh i - won pag ty Ne 4 
he defects—and he did not deny its great and cerious defects —had really vd ov ‘omal po Li Boag wg Be my He was not saying before them 
—_ been a home product of the English nation. It had derived from its ee he had not eaid face to face with the representatives of the Inns 
“a Teutonic ancestors that sense of freedom, that principle of equality among | o¢ Cou: t. Those Inns in b ec days had done great things, but in the 
C., men, which would ‘always make it in that respect the superior of the ty of legal education i wore lagging far behind the needs of the 
= Roman law as that had been translated into modern life. The common | gay ‘They had means b whinh the great cause of legal education on a 
fr. law had shewn it was capable of answering accurately and completely the breed ‘iberel and enli fmol basis might be carried on, and what was 
| wauts of nations in very difficultand very different positions in the world. | gone instead ‘ens 60 @ 6 int a limited number of readers and teachera to 
ared Turning to the objects of the society, his lordship said he saw they pro- | qojiver a certain num of lectures, at which attendance was re ‘ 
was vided for the argument of moot points and for trials, which were excellent | ¢sjiowed by an examination which he had demonstrated co in the 
ded means of preparing students for the practice of advocacy. The real secret | o 156 of thc emanating of a man of average ability, be mastered in H period 
ed, of advocacy was that they should know what they ought toargue about | + exceeding six months, and that forsooth was supposed to be adequate 
4d and for. Eloquence was not advocacy, and if not kept in restraint was | , aration os the pursuit of a rofession which involved, as their presi- 
rile. even injurious to advocacy. They had had great instances, and ho need Pert bad said, not ps) reat opportunities but also grave bilities. 
besa not go beyond his next-door neighbour (the Lord Chief Justice), of | mov had not got the opportunity or the means > teag on odacation was 
1d ge eloquence made to subserve the purpose of advccacy and no: to obscure or oa fit oy be dealt with in that random fashion, of creating a body 
dis lead away from it, and in that case they got the combination of unrivalled | of men of the professorial class, of whom they had now and then illus- 
aan means of persuarion. : trations such as the late Sir Henry Maine —men whose interest it would 
on The PxesiEnt then proposed ‘‘The Birmingham Law Students’ | be to cultivate the law as a thing to be taught by them, and taught on 
*hey Society,” to which Mr. A. H. McBray replied. He said that the society | scientific and broad and enlightened pole. But with the law student 
a now had a membership of 316, of whom 250 were honorary and 66 | for the bar, as with the law stadent for admission on the roll of solicitors 
6 of student members. The honorary members were gentlemen of the Barand | of the Supreme Court, the same system of to a great extent 
that eolicitors of Supreme Court. A mock trial was held in November last, | prevailed. The romised Teaching University for don offered an ° 
the and hed a record attendance of the public, between 900 and 1,000 pereons | opportunity which he hoped the Inns of Court would avail themselves of, 
a being preeent, and during the e six months of active work twelve oF remedying this state of by creating a faculty or school of law 
ated 7 meetings were held, with an average attendance of twenty-one | in connection with that univers ty. That there was need of such a 
i members. faculty, not confined merely to E law, but to other 
~ Mr. H. A. Pearson, in a humourous speech, proposed ‘‘ The City and | also, 4 moment’s poo von Bo by oh nt andthe reepous ties of 
a Corporation,” which was acknowledged by the Lonp Mayor. this great ougis would at once remind them. From the maak governing 
| get Mr. A. H. Coxey proposed “‘ The Bench avd the Bar.’’ He said they int of London we sent out to the world—to our Crown and in 
ined were satisfied that the great traditions of the past were maintained in the | large measure to the colonies that had rights of self-government conceded 
t to bench and the bar of the present. It had happened in the history of | to them—men who had to teach those who had to administer the law, and 
this country that the bench had stood between the subject and the Crown, | not our own system of law, but, it might be, the French system 
vork and the bench and the bar had ever been foremost in defending the | by the English law, it might be Mo , Dutch, Portugese, or 
liberties of the people of this country. They were proud to notice the | Spanish law, influenced and modified in by English law, and to some 
| get administration of justice in the land. Whatever stormy political seas extent altered under its influence. He then, that the t state of 
bits her Majesty’s qutces had crossed, when they had arrived recure in the | education for the profession of the law, notwithstanding 
the haven of the bench all party passion away. There was no | was, he was grateful to acknowledge, done in both the universities, was 
deflection to the right hand or to the left, but they administered perfect not up to the needs of the , or creditable to those who ought to 
APE, justice to all classes of the Queen’s subjects. shew an active and lively interest in this great _ object. Proceeding 
3 AS The Lorp Cuter Justice, in reply, said the Lord Mayor had referred to | to support the advice given to the 8 te of the Birmingham society 
the fact that that was the first vieit which he had made in judicial | by the Dap ery the Chief Justice said that in eparing ——— 
first thing was to with exact ‘precision the facts 


capacity to the city. He hoped it would not be the last. The vice- | a case 
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had to be dealt with, and the next thing to see what was the principle 
involved in the question arising upon those facts. He would further say 
that in his judgment the first, the highest, the most essential quality for 
successful advocacy was not gifts of speech, nor a knowledge of case 
law — but the judicial faculty —the faculty capable of judging 
his own case, and trying to put himself in the position of his adversary, 
and judging his case too, and from a consideration of bot endeavouring 
to arrive at what was a strong point of bis own case, what was the central 
fact, or eet of central facts, on which the case cught in his judgment to 
turn. Though gifts of speech, and even at times gifts of eloquence, had, 
when fitly applied, great and important value, they eunk into insignifi- 
cance compared with the importance of realizing a clear conception of 
what was the point in dispute, and conveying that clear conception with 
with perspicacity to the tribunal before whom the practitioner appeared. 
He had heard men with great elegance of language and great facility of 
speech deliver themselves of—nothing. But he had never known any 
man who had anything worth saying who had not at his command 
sufficiently powerful and clear language adequately to convey that which 
was Worth conveying. He did not deprecate the cultivation of speech, 
but he did desire to impress upon them not to put it in the first rank, and 
to realize that it was the cultivation of the mind, not the cultivation of 
the tongue, which was the great gain to be gathered from practice in such 
societies as theirs. 

Mr. Justice Kennepy, who next replied, said he did not take quite such a 
gloomy view of legal education as the weighty words cf the Lord Chief 

ustice bey ought to have impressed him with, though he fully 
endorsed all that could be said in favour of a great improvement. Asa 
recently-appointed member of the Council of Legal Education he could 
only ask that there should be much co-operation from all branches of the 
profession. He believed there was no desire to do anything except to get 
at the best of what could be got, and that the most profitable form of 
discussion was that which spoke out unfalteringly, whether it be praise or 
blame, with regard to the system under discussion. After humorously 
expressing a hope that the cause list at the present assizes might in future 
be doubled in meat, his lordship said he believed it was a great thing 
to have causes and criminal cases tried in the places where the parties 
resided. He wantcd to sce the circuits in the country maintained, and 
even strengthened, co that the provinces might feel that from time to 
time the bench was brought to the homes of the people, endeavouring to 
the best of their lights to show that English justice permeated every 
corner of the realm. 

Mr. Jeur, Q.C., responding for the bar, entered a plea for the main- 
tenance of a high moral standard among legal practitioners. In these 
days of slump; and booms, of cycle syndicates and secret commissions, 
it seemed to him—and he said it with real sorrow and regret—that the 
commercial integrity and morality of this country was going through a 
very dangerous crisis, and he believed he should have the sanction of my 
lords and all prerent in raying that the great legal profession, in both 
branches of it, from the Lord Chancellor down to the humblest eolicitor’s 
clerk, had means and opportunities, which possibly no other body of 
men had, of discouraging by word, by deed, by example, by abstention 
in every possible way, the slightest deviation from the right, and the 
honest, and the true path. He earnestly entreated the young men before 
him to bear in mind the opportunity they had of ringing out the false 
and ringing in the true. 

Mr. H. F. Suarr, who proposed ‘‘The Birmingham Law Society,’’ 
expressed the indebtedness of the students’ eociety to the parent body. 


Mr. T. H. Russext replied. 


The remaining toast was the health of the President, briefly proposed 
by Mr. J. J. Panritr, and responded to by Lord Justice Ricsy. 


LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


The death is announced, on the 21st inst., of Mr. Eowarp Samvgt Bett, 
a member of the firm of Carter & Bell, solicitore, of 6, Idol-lane, London. 
Mr. Bell, who was the elder son of the late Rev. Dr. 8. Bell, M.A., of 
Lancaster, where he was educated, came to London in 1848, and was 
articled with Mesers. Smith, Stenning, & Croft, of Basinghall-street. He 
was admitted a solicitor in Michaelmas term, 1854, and after being with 
Messrs. Wilson, Bristows, & Co , for some years, in 1860 he entered into 
ersbip with tke late Mr. Richard Gardner Mathews (formerly of the 
rm of Hill & Mathews) and Mr. William Carter, then eustitelian the 
firm of Mathews, Carter, & Bell. Mr. Bell has long had a considerable 
connection amongst the produce and allied trades in the City of London, 
where he was well known and much respected. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. W. H. Watrots, solicitor, has been appointed Registrar of the 
Ipswich District Probate Registry, Registrar of the Ipswich County 
Court and District, and Registrar of the High Court of Justice. 


Mr. Purr J. Rvurzann, solicitor, of 69, Chancery-lane, and High 
Wycombe, the president of the Berks, Bucks, and Oxfordshire Incorpor- 
ated Law Society, and one of the successful candidates in the Moderate 
interest in tho recent London County Council Election, has been added 
to the Commission of the Peace for the Borough of High Wycombe, of 
which he is ex-mayor. 


GENERAL. 
Mr. Justice Byrne will be the Easter Vacation Judge. 


The death is announced of Sir William Lambert Dob:on, Chief Justice 
of Tasmania. He was the eldest son of Mr. John Dobson, solicitor and 
notary public, of Gateshead, Durham, and afterwards of Hobart, 
Tasmania. 


At the annual meeting of the Equity and Law Life Assurance Society 
held on the 15th inst., the Hon. Mr. Justice Grantham was elected a 
director of the society in the room of the Rt. Hon. Sir Edward Kay, 
deceased. 


It is stated that the late Mr. Frederick Waymouth Gibbs, QC, C.B., 
by his will, has bequeathed to the trustees of Liacoln’s-inn, of which 
society he was a bencher, the service of plate presented to him by the 
Queen and the silver vase presented to him by the Prince of Wales on his 
ceasing to be tutor to his Royal Highness. 


The following are the arrangements made by the judges (Bruc3 and 
Big sam, JJ.) for holding the ensuing Spring Assizes on the Northera 
Circuit : The Commission day at Manchester will be on Monday, the 18th 
of April, and the trial of special jury causes will be proceeded with before 
Bruce, J., the following morning, while Bigham, J., will try the prisoners. 
The Commission day at Liverpool will be Monday, the 2nd of May, and 
special jury causes will be tried the following morning. 


On Monday last the Lord Chancellor moved in the House of Lords the 
second reading of the Special Juries Bill, and explained that it was 
intended to remove a certain inconvenience which hai been found to arise 
when the eame set of special jurors were required to be in attendance for 
the trial of the whole of the specia! jury cases to be heard at assizes. 
The object of the Bill was to enlarge the power of the sheriff so as to 
enable him to summon a greater number than forty-eight special jury- 
men, who should be divided into two sets for the trial of the special jury 
cases down for hearing at the assize:. The Bill was read a second time. 


During the hearing of an appeal on the 17th iust , says the Times, Lord 
Justice A. L. Smith said he would mention a matter which be had men- 
tioned before, but he repeated it, because he desired that it should be 
known. Where the consideration of a case depended on documents which 
it was necessary for the court to follow, three copies of such documents 
ought to be provided for the use of the members of the court. He did not 
mean that they wanted budgets of all the documents relating to a case ; 
he only spoke of really material documents. Copies of such documents 
must be supplied for the judges, because the court simply could not get 
on without them, and it was inconvenient for counsel to have to hand up 
their copies. He was only speaking of this court. In his opinion the 
costs of three copies of rea)ly material documents ought to be allowed on 
taxation. 


In the couree of a lecture on “ Ancient Ideals of Justice in English 
Law,”’ delivered by Sir F. Pollock on Saturday evening, at the Working 
Men’s College, he said that under all the changes of procedure which hat 
tuken place in our system of law there were fundamental ideas of 
justice, and these were national ideas. We were so familiar with them 
as to be led into supposing that they belonged to what was called natural 
justice, and such as must obtain in any civilized country. That, how- 
ever, was not the case, as an examination of foreign systems of Jaw would 
shew. The first principle of common law justice was that the procedure 
of the court should be public. There might have t» be exceptions for 
reasons of policy or morality, but if any judge desired to exclude the 
public he had to show reason for doing so. The second principle was 
that the proceedings in a law suit were taken by the parties them-elves 
and not by the court. The parties proceeded at their own risk, and it 
was not the duty of the court to help them. Even the Court of Chancery, 
which came from another system, no sooner began to be worked by 
English judges for the ordinary affairs of English people than the English 
principle crept into it and prevailed, and a suit in Chancery became as 
much a game between the parties, the court seeing fair play, as an action 
in the common Jaw courts, although the rules were more complicated. 
The third principle was that the judges alone were authorized to interpret 
the law. What the judges declared to be law was law, and no executive 
officer had any business to interfere with that function. These three 
ey oe were now os to the English-speaking world, and if one 
went back far enough in history one would find that they were part of 
the ancient body of customs which our Germanic ancestors brought from 
the Continent of Europe. : 
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Date Aprgeat Count Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
f No. 2. Nosrs. SrTigiixe. 
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THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


March 31.—Messra. Stimson & Some ~ in fang pe 2 12 nn, Peoteth Freehold Ground-rents of 
over £1,000 per 


es in Easton-road. 
Rolicitors, A se "Tyrrell Lewi an Lau, & £ Broaden it, of tie 








WakrnineG To intenpinc Hovse Purcuaszrs anp Lessges.—Before pur- 
chasing or rentin, a] a houce, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported Upon by an Expert from Messrs. Carter 
Bros., 65, Victoria- street, Westminster. Fee quoted on receipt of full 
particulars, (Established 21 years.)—[Apvr. } 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Fuipay, March 18. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luorep m Caanozsy. 


Ayotes, Luutep—Creditors are required, on or before April 17 _e to - their names and 
addresses, and the ic of their debts or claims, to Charles Edwin Bradley, 
Huntriss chbre, Scarborough. Birdsall & Cross, Scarborough, solors for liquidator 

Suv “ Newrietp”’ Co, Limirgep—Creditors are required, on or before suet ® 30, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or rose 
Brownell, 13 and 14, Chapel chbrs, 28, Chapel st, Liverpool. Miller & Co, Liv 
solors to liquidator 


London Gaszette.—Turspay, March 22. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIBS. 
Liurrep mv CHancery. 


Bexston Pyevmatic Tyre Co, Liwrrep—Petn for winding up, presented March 10, 
directed to be heard on March 30. Morley & Co, 53, Gresham House, Old Broad st, 
solors for petner Notice of appearing must reach the ‘above-named not later than 6 
o’clock in the afternoon of March 29 

CextraL De Kaar Gotp Mixes, Liwrrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 5, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to 
——— Hawdon, Dashwood House. Voules & Co, Eustcheap bldgs, solors for 
iquidator 

Dowiixe & Sox, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented March {18, directed to be 
heard March 30. John H. Hortin, 161, gware rd, solor for petner. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

arch 29 

GexeraL Guarantee Associatioy, Limtrsep—By an order made by Wright, J, dated 
March 9, it was ordered that the volun winding up of the association be continued. 
Townsend & Sharpe, 14, Gray’s inn sq, solors for the petners 

Go.tpex Gizam Go_p Minera Co, Laurrep (1 ease hy reditors are sogsieed, on 
or before May 3, to send their names and ad the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to RD Preston and J Horlick, Woreeliar I tag Walbrook. Campion & 
Simmons, solors to liquidators 

Kazsoonea, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Yr 23, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars a their debts or claims, to John Richard Phillips, 70 
and 71, Bishopsgate st. Snell & Co, 1 and2, George st, boas ye solors for the 
liquidator 

Liverroot anv GeyeRaL Assurance Co, ps om Creditors are req on or before 
April 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of th fete debts or claims, 
to Robert John Berry, 7, Sweeting st, Liverpool 

METROPOLITAN AND ProvinciaL Grose. Liuirep—Petn_ for winding uj ted March 
17, directed to be heard on Wednesday, March 80. Francis & Joliweon, 96, Austin- 
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o'clock in “ie 
New Cyciz Comp. Lnourep—Creditors are or before 17 
fe pares wi Sdn, tad he parece of Geo, Gait aime’ to ice. oR 
solors to the liquidators ee. oa 
ee yo wan Export Pumany, Linrrev—By an order aah Wy Wright, + £ 
March 9, it was ordered voluntary winding-up company 

continued. Langhams, 174, Blackfriars-road, solors for the petars. 
Rensesens J Pazss, gE ee on or sor dai, to Ms, Pasa 
eno Usienel, OS Brags ss, Waetherheld & Co, Gresham bidgs, 

ur 


8 TANEOUS Covove I Fuvune Syxpicate, a for 
"March 17, directed to be heard March 90 pe By may hg ‘Roti of 
appearing mut reach the above-named not not tater than -o'elock im the afternoon © 


29 
“peta ay & to CanpiaGe mans So, lemme Oe fovnmanes) Cnt oe 5 uired, on pas 
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FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Deapy Tontixe Society, West Derby rd, Liverpool. March 9 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram, 

London Gazette.—Tusspay, March 1. 


um, Wittiam, Grosmont, — Innkeeper April 2 Blennerhassett v Miles, 
tirling, J Nesbitt, Abergavenn 
R .B » Lancaster 4 1 Ri v Heaton, Manchester 
IDINGS, > ytham, pril dings Registrar, 


London Gasette.— Faipay, March 4. 
Fauis, Wittiam Couttuarp, Mon ee M.D. Aprilé Maitland v Falls, 
er,J Riviogton & Son, Fenchurch bid 
London mcseanysies.J March 8. 
Tuomas, Joun Brruext, Golftyn, Flint, Fisherman April5 Jones y Thomas, Kekewich, 
J Douglas, Chester 
London Gasette.—Fuipay, March 11. 
Mi.ts, Freperick, Norwich, Licensed Victualler April 13 Cooke v Mills, Romer, 
Sadd & Bracey, Norwich 
London Gasette.—Tuzspay, March 15. 
Terry, Counrenay Fonses, Shrublands, April 20 Inman v Terry, 
‘. : ie st, sun Wictaloater 


Kekewich, J Winck 
London Gazette.—Faipay, March 18, 


Lanotey, Exiza, Reading, Bookseller April 18 Johnson vy Langley, Kekewich, J 
Collins, Reading 


McNutry, Jouy, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler April 20 Walker y McNulty, Registrar, 
Liverpool Lynskey, Liverpool 


London Gasette—Tuxspay, March 22. 
Davies, Exizapetru Catuenie, Bishop Burton, York April 26 Davies v Kelly, Regis- 
trar, Liverpool Quinn, Liverpool 


Davies, Rev Jon» Hvau, Bi Burton, York <A) 26 Davies v Scott, Registrar, 
Liverpool Quinn, Ramm , ont ‘ 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. Marwsnp, Gasney, Restene, Baker Portsmouth Pet ; Rottasox, W LAD se gdn, Tin plate Worker High 
London Gasette.— Fatpay, Mar. 18. Burs, Recnmte Birmingham, »Grocer Dudley Pet March | Sayie Gavees | Wisse beets ~ | fom, Genes Tun- 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Armitace, ALFRED Roperts, Leeds Leeds 
Ord March 1 

Arxixson, THomas, Halifax, Auctioneer Halifax Pet | 
March 16 Ord March 16 

Baitzy, ARTHUR } pyramid Victoria st, Company Pro- | 
moter High Court Pet Feb25 Ord ‘March 15 

Be.uinper, Joszru, Leeds, Tailor Leeds 
Ord March 15 

Beynxetr, Henry, Weston under Eeapent, Farmer Here- 


ford Pet March 16 Ord Marc 

Bisuor, Watrer, Batley, York, Fishmonger Dewsbury 
Pet March 15 Ord March 15 

Cotes, WILLIAM ; =? re Labourer York Pet | 


March 14 Ord Mare! 
-_ em Nesthy * eath Pet March 15 Ord 
15 


re 

Davies, CuanLtes Eowarp, Gravesend, General Merchant 
High Court March 14 Ord March 14 

Davirs, Davin Morean, ee ar Glam, Clothier Cardiff 
Pet March 14 Ord March 1 

Davies, Gzoras, Neath, Clothier Neath Pet March 3 

Ord March 15 

Davies, Manrtix, Liawhaden, = py 
Pembroke Dock Pet March 16 Ord March 1 

Dicxsoxy, Dowatp Witttam, Gloucester st, “Bloomsbory 
High Court Pet March 15 Ord Mar‘hi 

Duysmore, Roper, <5 a , Yorks, Varmen Bradford 
Pet March 15 Ord 

Epser, Harvey, Abinger, tell Butcher Croydon Pet 
March 8 Ord March 15 

Eco.xstors, Jouy, Bishop Auckland, Durham, Mason 
Durham March 15 Ord March 15 

Garrarp rw. Morley, vork, Clothier Dewsbury, Pet 
Mare Ord March 15 

Govan, Soman Wolverham: 


ton, Painter Wolverham 
ton Pet March 14 Ord March 14 A 


Haey, Farpenicx, Ossett, York, , wae Dewsbury 
Pet March 14 Ord March 14 


Farmer 


| Hicarns, Cuantes Geonae, Notti 
Pet March 14 tin reh 16 





ham, Musician Not- 


m 16 
Hossoy, Josern, Wi Grozver Wakeficld Pet 
March 16 Ord March 16 ; 
| Hoventoy, Freperick Georce, pana, Tobacconist 
ton arch 14 Ord March 1 


| Howanrp, Ricnarp, jun, Birkdale, Cab Driver Liverpool | 
Pet March 15 | Pet March 16 Ord March 16 


Jackson, Eazrtox, Headingley, Leeds Leeds Pet March | 
156 Ord March 15 


Jones, Eanest Leone, 


Newport, Mon, Draper New- 
port, Mon Pet Feb 28 Ord March March 14 


Kent, Baker Tunbridge | 


| Joy, Eowis, Paddock Wood, 
‘Wells Pet March 14 Ord March'14 

| ween ——e poy » enna Bedford Pet | 
March15 Ord March 1 

Lestevr, Gustave ome Maida Vale mansions, Egg | 
Merchant High Court Pet March15 Ord March 15 | 


Lesuie, Water Astuony, Brighton Brighton Pet March | 
14 Ord March 14 


Lowsoy, Psrer, Barrow on Humber Gt Grimsby Pet 
March 14 Ord March 14 





| Srorr-Miwg, Joux, and Roper dey 1A Bredbury, 


nr 
Marchi Ord March 16 
Thornaby on T 
March 15 Ord 
| Tavuis, Isaac, Claverton. ee Waretete, aioe Warwick 
Pet March 9 


| Tomuty, Morrcv Buckingham, Licensed 
Banbury Pet March 14 
Bridge, 


| U ~- and Faaxx Arnsiey, Sowerby 
ae wo Manufacturers Halifax Pet March 
15 


| Warxer, Davin, Padiham, Lancs, Joiner Burnley Pet 
March 14 Ord March 14 
Waker, Taouas Heyer, peatienth, Butcher Green- 
wich ante 8 oxi Howe 
Waten, Anxprew, Commission Agent 
Preston Pot Mardn 16" ‘ond Mateh 16 
,» Draper Car- 


| Wavrens, bessanty Taomas, 
Wars, L Pay om ry W, Baker Newport Pet 


| Suearrr, Witt Lbemms Stock- 
ton on Tees 


| 


—e?. Ord March 14 


McKeay, Gorpow Dauzret, Leadenhall st Hi Court | qd 
yh y gS, mu igh Wooneocs, Guanes es Husa, Sh Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield 
Moreays, B oo neiten gin. ey Kensington High | ae 
Court Pet Feb 10 Amended notices substituted ot ane 
Srcmese, Senne, Bene, Sam, Settee Neath Pet London Gazette of 
Otpmax, Jous Witiiam, Chislehurst =, Kent, Builder | heer ge il Mas- 
oe ee et, i Te Salford 


Pet 
Parxixs, Jony Asuzey, Old Trafford, Lancs 
March14 Ord March 14 


Povoc yontdey Pontypool, Furniture Dealer Newport, 
Mon Pet March 15° Ord March 16 


Roe Heway, Talysarn, Carnarv Labourer Bangor | 
Pet March 15 Ord March 15 7 


Wairenzap 
Salford Pet | | Pet Feb 26 
Pu ius, nl, High Holborn High Court Pet Feb 19 | 
Ord March 16 | 


Ord 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCINDED. 
High Court 


Moopy, Caanues Bovonex, Vidal rd, Brixton 


be ee Adjud July 10, 1995 Rese & 
| Anmul Maroh 11, 1898 
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FIRST MEETINGS. 


Arngrgtoy, Witt1Am, Sieteeiinn, Joiner March 29 at 11 
174, tion st, Birmi 
Arxirsox, Tuomas, Halifax, Aastioneet March 30 at 11.30 
Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 


Barzy, Artuur Cosomeny Victoria st, Company Pro- 
moter March 2 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Beet, Hexny James, Narberth, Pembroke Schoolmaster 

March 25 at 3 1,8t Aldates, Oxford 
Buaroy, emp Henperr, and Sruart Kixestey Corxe, 
March 28 


Red Lion pt We, Car ic ae as Makers 
at 12 Deuba di 


Corts, Witttam, terieigh, be Devon, ‘Be Baker March 25 at 
11 Law Society’s chmbrs. + 

Corgsy, Wit.iam, Thornton th, Surrey, Builder 
March 25 at 3.30 24, Railway app, London cre 

Cores, WILLIAM 4 York, Labourer March 28 at 2.15 


23, Stonegate, Yor! 
Cowa1tt, Briunovuse, Colne, Lancs, Coal Dealer March 
2% at1 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 
Curupertsox, WILLIAM, Swinton, York, Innkeeper March 
25 at11 Off Rec, 74, Newborough, Scarborough 


Davies, Coartes Epwarp, Gravesend, General Merchant 
March 25 at 11 Bankrupt tey bldgs, Carey st 

Davizs, Tom Carpenter, neath, Pembrokes, General 
Merchant h2atil Off Ree, 4, Queen st, Car- 


marthen 

Daviss, Witu1au, Tonypandy, Glam, Ironmonger March 
25 at 2 Off Rec, 20, Queen st, Cardi 

Dopp, ALEXANDER. Russett, Montagu st, Portman sq, 
Surgeon March 25 at 2.30 Bankruptey bldgs, Carey 


st 

Foorp, Hexry, Wormshill, Wychling, Kent, Farmer 
March 30 at 11.15 Off Reo, 9, King st, Maidstone 

Poses, Wiuiam, Colne Engaine, Essex, Farmer April 

4at12 Cups Hotel, Colchester 

om, ALBERT, West tegen, Plumber March 28 at 
2.30 Royal Hotel, West Hartlepool 

GusMer, __. Rotherham, Yorks, Labourer March 25 
at 2 Rec, Fig Tree In, Sheffield 

Hatey, antag Ossett, Yorks, a March 25 at 
12.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Ba 

Hangaginocton, Cuarves, Halstead oe, Plumber April 
4at 11.30 Cups Hotel, Colchester 

Hitt, Janu, West Hartlepool, Fried Fish*Dealer March 
28 at3 Royal Hotel, West Harti i 

ae oe Freperick Georce, Bolton, Tobacconist 
March 28 at 3 16, Wood st, Bolton 

Huyton, Nework, Rotherham, Yorks, Saddler March 25 
at 2.30 Off Rec, Fig Tree in, Sheffield 

Jones, Joux Water, Ystrad House, nr Llandovery, Bar- 
rister March 25 at 11.30 Castle ‘Hotel, Llandovery 

Kersuaw, Ropert Mitrcuett, Batley, Yorks, Currier 
March 25 at 10.80 Off Ree, Seok enben, Batley 

Lesizurn, Gustave ALrrep, tite ‘ale soma 
Merchant March 28 at 2.30 Bankruptcy mag Hg 


one 
Lioyp, Watiace Litwettys, Morecambe, Lanes, Cycle 
Agent March 28 at 11.30 Off Ree, 14, Chapel st, 


Preston 

Maxina, Cuartes Hotper, Sudbury, Suffolk, Accountant 
April 4 at 12.30 ee, Hotel, Colchester 

Manxtix, James, Batley, Yorks, General Carrier March 25 
at 11.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Merevira, Jossra Enwin, Aberdare, Chemist's Assistant 
March 25 at 2 65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Muuixetox, James, Much Wenlock, lop, icensed 

ictualler March 26 at 11.30 Off Rec, 42, St John's 

hill, Shrewsbury 

MorcGax, Epwarp, Charlton Kings, nr Cheltenham, Inn- 
—— March 26 at 3.15 County Court bidgs, 


Norswortny, Cyzit Procror, Barnhurst, Kent March 25 
12.30 24, Railway app, London bridge 

Parker, Atrrep Wituiam Faancis, Reading, Berks, 

Carpenter March 28 at 2.45 Off Rec, 46, Cricklade st, 


nat, 9 Ropert Ex.man, Battersea March 25 at 11.30 
Railway app, London bridge 

ae, Tuomas Sapiex, Chatham, Perambulator Manu- 
facturer March 28ati1.15 115, High st, Rochester 

Ricuarps, Davip Tomas, Neath, "Brewer's. Traveller 

h 25 at 12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Rotiason, W H, Hatton garden, Tin Plate Worker March 
2 at 11 Bankruptcy ldgs, Carey st 

Rows, Janes Grorez WituiAm, Croydon March 31 at 12 

ptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Sanperson, Jonn Witiiam, Milnsbridge, nr Huddersfield, 
Saddler March 28atil Off Rec, 19, John William 
Huddersfield 2 ee 

Se.vers, Grorcr, Higham, nr Burnley March 25 at 1.30 

Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 

SHANKLAND, Wittram, Oxted, Surrey "seach 25 at 11.30 
24, Railway app, London Bridge 

SuatTock, Haroip Autertoy, South Kensington, Stock- 
oma Clerk March 28 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 

arey 8 

Pm. § Grorce, Cardiff, Baker March 28 atll Off 
Rec, 29, Queen st, Carditf 

Suepiey, Natuan ’Manspry, Sale, Cheshire, Builder 
March 25 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Sreruens, Atraep Grorcr, Ashton K Wilts, Baker 
March 28 28 at3.15 Off Rec, 46, Cric e st, Swindon 

es Matruew Sixciare, Queen Victoria st, Com- 
ee, oe March 20 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


aime oe - nl Wituiam, Bradford, Leather Merchant 
March 28 at t11 Off Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Srrops, Lewis E M, Onslow tq March 28 at 2.30 Bank- 
ruptcy , Carey at 
Syxes, Ex, Barnsley, Yorks, Painter March 25 at 
10:15 Off Rec, Regent st, armel ey sgt cate 
Truman, Wusean Hewry, Lincoln, Cabinet Mak 
at 11 Off Ree, Lincoln ‘ ae 


Urrizy, Frep, and Fraxx Aryiey, Sowerby Bridge, 
Yorks, Hosiery Manufacturers March 30 at 11 Off 
Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax ‘dade 





hw i Gocoem, Oe Stoke Breingte, Builder March 30 at 


ie so them a4 et a Metal Worker 
March 29 at 12.15 Off Rec, 36 Princes st, Ipswich 

Warp, Epwix, and Narsanie. Leask, North East pas- 
sage, Wellclose sq, Cigar Merchants March 25 at 2 30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Wuirr, Jour H, jun, ‘aberiednss, Painter March 25 at 3 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Waurrevey, James, wp Yorks, Shoddy Merchant 
March 25 at 3.30 Off R k chmbrs, Batl Batley 

Wirxtys, Jonx Eowarp, Greet, re cramtatukiee Grocer 
March 28 at 12 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Avpersos, Wituiam Henry, eo Lanes Stock- 
port Pet Feb 28 Ord Marc 

Awypersox, Herbert oo Walthamstow, Essex 

igh Court Pet Feb 4 Ord March 14 

Armitace, Atrrep Roserts, Leeds Leeds Pet March 14 
Ord March 14 

Arxivsos, THomas a Auctioneer Halifax Pet 
March 16 Ord March 

Bg..ixper, p Hag rer Leeds Pet March 15 
Pet March 15 

Bexyetr, Hexry, Weston under Penyard, Farmer Here- 
ford Pet March 16 Ord March 16 

Bisnor, Water, ae Fishmonger Dewsbury Pet 
March 15 Ord Mare 

Cougs, bre - Hewry, York, Labourer York Pet 
Marc’ Ord March 14 


PR... Seva, a Surre' Vetetiaey Sur- 
geon Croydon Pet Feb 10 Ord March 1 

Cowa1t1, Bettnovse, Colne, Bay Coal Deeler Burnley 
Pet Feb 22 Ord March 15 


Dasikt, cr Neath Neath Pet March 15 Ord 
March 15 


urt Pet March 14 Ord March 14 

Davies, Mantis, Llawhaden, Pembrokes, Farmer Pem- 
broke Dock Pet March 16 Ord March 16 

Dicxsoyx, Donatp Wn. -+ Margate High Court Pet 
March 15 Ord March 1 

DunsmoreE, ee rs Keighley, Y Yorks, Barman Bradford 
Pet March 1 

EGGLEsToNE, pal Bishop satin, Mason Durham 
Pet March 15 Ord March 1 

Govan, Tuomas, Wolverhampto: ion, wand Wolverhamp- 
ton Pet March14 Ord 

Gussiss, Josgrn Garp, ~ Gece Kingston, Surrey 
Pet FebS Ord March 1 

Havey, Frepenick, sesier Ossett, sate, Labourer 
Dewsbury Pet March 14 Ord March 1 

Hawxpcock, Wiitiam Gustavus, Pentonville rd, Cycle 
Maker High Court Pet March 1 Ord Marc h 14 

Haywarp, Georcs, Southsea, Baker Portsmouth Pet 
March 15 Ord March 15 

Hennessey, Isapetta Mary, Preston, Plumber Preston 

March 1 


Pet Feb 23 

Hiatt, Racuet, Cradle —~ Staffs, Grocer Dudley 
Pet March 12 Ord h 1 

mene Cuar.es Georae, Nottin, —y Musician Not- 
tingham Pet March16 Ord ch 16 

a Fa oe Wakefield, Grocer Wakefield Pet March 


rch 16 
How -, Ricuarp, jun, pease Cabdriver Li 
Pet March 16 Ord March 16 — hen 


Davies, Caartes Eowarp, Gravesend, General Merchant 
High Co 


Hucues pons jun, funtee. , Surcey, Builder Croydon 
Pet Feb 22 Ord March 
Jacksoy, Ecerron, Hesdingley Leeds Leeds P 
’ et March 


Jouns, Sypwey Ev = ace, Caroline ms Eaton tee High 
= Cor ° Pet +4 “a Fe he 
ENT, ARTHUR, i) heelwright Bedford 
March15 Ord March 1 ™ ve 


Lestiz, WALTER vecrhend Brighton _Brighto: Pet 
March 14 Ord March 14 ” a" . 


Lowsoy, Perer, Kingston upon Hull, emanates Great 
Grimsby Pet March 14 Ord March 1 

Nicxots, James, Skewen, ms Boot if Neath Pet 
March 15 Ord March 


Paneae, anes Modkeed Preston Pet Feb 26 Ord 

re! 

Parkins. Joun Asutey, Lower Broughton, Salford, 
Dentist’s Assistant Salford Pet 14 «(Ord 

- March 14 : 

‘ocock, AtBert, Pontypool, Furniture Deal N rt, 
Mon Pet Marchi4 Ord March re eheies 


Ranxix, Ropert Erman, Battersea Wandsworth Pet 
= Feb. .. Ord <= 15 
oaers, Henry, Talysarn, Carnaryon, Labourer Bangor 

Pet March 14 Ord March 15 P 

Rowe, James Georce Wi.iiam, Croydon High Court 
Pet March 11 March 15 

Sueptey, NarHan Marspew, Sale, ester, Builder Man- 
chester Pet Aug19 Ord March 1 

Sucaorrt, WILLIAM, 


Tate 1s, Isaac, Claverdon, Warwick, Buil 
Pet Maich 9 Ord March 14 a 


Urtiey, Frep, and Frank Artery, Sowerby Bridge, 
Yorks, Hosiery Manufacturers Halifax P Pet. Manet 
w Ord eH 15 nae 
ALKER, are <~ J La J P 
Ny arch, 14 im , nes, Joiner Burnley Pet 
ALSH, ANDREW an Lancs, Commission Agent 
Preston Pet Maroh 16 ” Ord March 16 
Waters, Bensamix Tuomas, Carmarthen, Draper Car- 
w mar then as 14 Ord March 14 
EBB, Frepexiox, measter, Painte: 
March 10 Ord March 15 a: ener oee 
bet gi Ei. a, Newpos, IW, Baker Newport Pet March 
arch 14 
Warren, —* —- 
. a is" ester, Cloth Raiser Salford 
HITELEY, a, Sopten ,» Shoddy Merchant 
bury Pet Feb28 Ord 15 r ead 





Wooncock, Caarues Hewny, Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield — 
Pet March 15 


Ord March 15 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Mar. 22. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Aix swortn, Ropert, Moss Side, nr Manchester, Calico 
Printer Salford Pet March 18 Ord March 18 

—_——~ Tuomas, Dulesgate, nr Todmorden, Farmer 

ey et March 19 Ord March 19 

Suet, enry, Bradford, Ladies’ Hairdresser Bradford 
Pet March 17 Ord h 17 

Carrer, Lorayce WI tua, = Broad st High Court 
Pet March 19 Ori March 1 

| Heyny Gronce, and Zamue ase aoe 
son, Morpeth, Livery e nz ewcastle on 
Tyne Pet March5 Ord March 1 

Dopwett., Caristornes, Gt Yarmouth, Baker Gt Yar- 
mouth Pet March 17 Ord March 

Dore, Wituiam Brasner, Oxford, Tailor Oxford Pet 
Feb 24 Ord March 16 


Garay, Witutram Harrisoy, seen, | Surveyor Chel. 
tenham Pet March5 Ord March 1 
Harr, Sieserr Coisury, and Cuaries - ARD Fow en, 
olland Park a Auctioneers High Court Pet Feb 
H sano, Jose Broad st Hi Mi Agent 
—~ — OSEPH. ouse, Mining 
High Court et March 17 Or March 17 
Hex.ey, a Anerley, Corn oh Assistant 
Greenwich Pet March 13 Ord March 1 
Herworts, Jous, Startforth, nr Barnard Castle, her 
awe Stockton on Tees Pet March 16 
Hove.tt, Arrnur, Lakenham, Norwich, Wicker Chair 
Maker Norwich Pet March 19 Ord March 19 
Huoues, Baroip M, e at, Bank Clerk High 
Cor Pet Feb 28 Ord March 1 
Juyiper, Bensamiy, Leeds, Sees Agent Leeds Pet 
March 16 Ord March 16 


Kersey, Franx Cuanves, ape, Baker Great Yar- 
mouth Pet Feb 24 Ord March 1 

Litrie, Joun ee Norfolk, Blacksmith King’s Lyna 
Pet March 17 Ord March’ 


17 

Lypgarp, Mav + il Avert, Liandrindod Ve. Satam, 
Stationer Newtown Pet March 19 Ord March 19 

Marsuatt, Joun Puan, Bristol, Confectioner Bristol 
Pet March 18 Ord March 1 

Morris, Exeayor, South Shields, Robties Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet March 17 Ord March 1 

Normay, Groroe tee oy eee Swansea Pet 
March 18 


OakLey, ant Deptford, Wheelwright Greenwich Pet 
March 18 ‘Ord March 
Oates, Joun Hewry, Sheffield, Confectioner Sheffield 


Pet Feb 28 Ord March 17 

Oame-Wess, Ropert — “Scene Plymouth Pet 
Feb21 Ord March 1 

Pavuenr, StePHEen . Brookland, Kent, Corn Factor 
Hasti Pet March 17 Ord March 17 

Pears, , od) mel Sunderland, qpeeeebe Sun- 
derland Pet March 16 Ord March 

Ricamonp, Witu1am Henry, aes ham, <i Dealer 
Nottingham Pet March 16 

Roperts, Witiiam, Leeds teats Pet Pee Meech 1s Ord 
March 18 


Sawpay en South Ki m, Hotel Proprietor 
High Co “bet Fe Feb 21 Ord a March 17 


Syoap, coe. , Oil and wet Brentford 
Pet March 18 Ord March 18 

Spovss, Henrietta, ere, ian Beaker Canterbury 
Pet March 4 Ord March 1 

Syppat., Samvet, Little A Lanes, Collier Bolton 
Pet March 19 Ord March 19 

Tasompsoy, James, Bolton, Fruiterer Bolton Pet March 
17 Ord March 17 

Towxer, Witi1am Apet, Forest Gate High Court Pet 
Feb 22 Ord March 17 

Townsenp, Owen, Shale poo High 


Dalston, 
Cuurt Pet Feb 24 Ord March 
Tave, p Cannas L, Pimlico High Court Pet Jan 28 Ord 


VickerMay, Jonny, Allerton, on Seeder, yun Merchant 
Bradford Pet March17 Ord Marc 

Wartsoy, Tuomas ool Chorlton = esa Lancs, 
Railway Contractor Salford Pet March 19 Ord 
March 19 

Wess, Joun Apganan, Seoeniee, 
miogham Pet h 1 

Wieemn, Jouy, i. — Plasterer Bolton 
Pet March 18 Ord Maich 18 

Witsox, Jouw, South Bank, York, Accountant Stockton 
on Tees Pet March 18 Ord March 18 

Woax, Micuaz., Worcester, — Merchant Worcester 
Pet March 16 Ord March 


Waricurt, Witit1am, Hulme, elites Manchester Pet 
March 17 Ord March 17 


ORDER inna RECEIVING ORDER. 


mare, | H., Portland High Court Rec Ord Dec 10, 
897 Resc Mare 7 1893 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Bevuinper, Joseru, Leeds, Tailor March 3iatit Of 
ec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

oem, Gronoe, Stockton on Tees, Confectioner March 30 
at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

CoBHam, Jous Tuomas Lyow, » Bridport, Dorset March 29 
atl Off Rec, Endless st, Salis: 

Davies, B dy Liawhaden, on Farmer March 
290t12.15 Of Ree, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Dicxsox, Dowatp Witt, Gl st, Bl bury 
March 29 at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Car 

Dossox, Fazperick WILLIAx, Trenteacts Poods March 
Siat12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, ie 

Dunsmons, Ropert, Kei x :— March 30 at it 
Off , 31, Manor row, lord 

Haat, Sizzert Coususy, and Coartes Eowarp Fow es, 
Holland Park avenue, Auctioneers March 30 at 2.30 

ldgs, Carey st 


Tinplate worke: Bir- 
d March 18 
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Sas, Wa ter, Bedminster, Bristol, Bootmaker March 
90 at 12 Off Reo, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Bsswessny, Isapetta Many, Preston, Plumber April 1 
at 3 ff Rec, 14, Ay = st, Preston 
Esvccs a... Joszrn, Broad st House, Mining Agent 
rch 30at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Sur, Racuet, Cradley Heath, Staffs, Grocer March 29 
at1l Off Ree, Wolverhampton « st, Dudley 
Hico1xs, Guay Georce, Nottingham, Musician March 
29 at 1 Off Rec, 4, Castle place, Park st, Notting- 


ham 
Joxes, AnTnur James, Worcester, Pawnbroker April 6 
at25 County Court, West Bromwich 
JunirFR, jm I Insurance Agent March 21 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Lrsttz, Westen Aytuoxy, Brighton, ete March 
29 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion es Brighton 
Lispe, Wituiam, Bournemouth usic: Instrument 
Seller March 29 at12.30 Off Rec, Endless st, Salis- 


bury 

Lowsoy, Peter, Barrow on Humber, Auctioneer March 
30 at11 Off Rec, Trinity House In, Hull 

McKeay, Gorpox Dauztet, Leadenhall st March 29 at 12 
at Jom bldgs, Carey st 

Manematin ous Pvea, ry = Confectioner March 30 at 

Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

“eR, 2 H, North Kensington March 29at11 Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Newsory, Ricuarp Rostyxsox, Hibaldstow, Lincs, Miller 
March 29 at 11.50 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Great 
Giimsby 

PALMER, a Wanrer, Brookland, Kent, Corn Factor 
March 29 at2.15 George Hotel, Rye 

Paneize, Joun Asuuey, Lower Broughton, Salford, Den- 

st’s Assistant March 30 at2.30 Off Ree, Byrom st, 

inoue 

Rycrort, James, Great Grimsby, Artificial Tooth Manu- 
facturer March 29 at 11 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, 
Great nny 

Sarie, Georces 1Lu1amM, Wadhurst, Sussex, Grocer 
March 31 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London bridge 

Sroppart, Wititam, Blackpool, Printer April 1 at 2.30 


Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 
TAYLor, Grorar i1u1aM, 8t George, Bristol, Baker 
March 30 at 12.30 Off dwin st, rf 


Taackkay, Sam Kersuaw, Middlesborou; h, Watchmaker 
Aprilizat3 Off Ree, 8, 8, Albert rd, iddlesborough 

Tuompsoy, James, Bolton, Fruiterer March 81 ati1l1 16, 
Wood st, Bolton 

Watt, Wittiam, Birmingham, Cab Proprietor March 31 
atll 174, Corporation st, Birmingh ham 

WALTERS, Bexs amin Tuomas, Carmarthen, Draper March 
2at1l Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Warreneap, Anrave, Cornbrook, Manchester, Cloth Raiser 
March 30 at 3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Wuirenvrst, James, Longton, Staffe, Grocer March 31 
at 1030 Off Kec, King st, Newcastle on Lyme 

Wiaaixs, Joux, Farnworth, nr Bolton, Plasterer April 1 
atll 16, Wood st, Bolton 

Wisox, James, Leeds, Canvassing Bookseller Msa:ch 30 
at 3 Bavkruptey bldgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Aisswortn, Ropert, Footete, Calico Printer 
Pet March 18 Ord March 1 

——~ Tomas, Delnante, nr epee, Farmer 

=~ | Pet March 19 Ord March 

Somer, EnRyY, Bradford, Ladies’ dew Bradford 
Pet March 17 Ord March 17 

Bourke, — McWittiam, Nevern sq, Earl's A sae 
Doctor High Court Pet Feb9 Ord March 1 

Beaxtsror, ~ | nannaae Bookseller Leeds er Feb 26 

17 


Convey, on. Ledbury rd, — Hill, aa Proprie- 
tor High Court Pet Feb 8 rd March 
ve ~~ owner, i®& Clothes Neath Pet 


Gt Yar- 


Salford 


Dopwe.t, Curistorner, Gt Yarmouth, Baker 
mouth Pet March17 Ord March 17 
Faucxineuam, Taomas Isaac, Selby, York, Draper York 
Pet Feb 24 Ord March 16 
Giss, Witiiam Cownts, reannaeten, Decorator High 
Court Pet Feb15 Ord March 
-—~~%} Cuanr.es, Halstead, ‘Ener, Plumber Col- 
chester Pet March8 Ord March 
Hawkins, ‘Pew, Finsbury pvmnt, Solicitor High Court 
Pet Jan 20 ‘Ord March 15 
Hestey, Srepruey,’ Anerley, Corn Dealer's Assistant 
Greenwich Pet March 15 Ord March 15 
Herworts, Joux, Startforth, nr Barnard Castle, York, 
Surveyor Stockton on Tees Pet March 16 Ord 
March 16 
Hovett, Artaur, Lakenham, Norwich, Wicker Chair 
Maker Norwich Pet March 19 Ord March 19 
Joy, Epwix, Paddock Wood, Kent, Baker Tunbridge 
Wells Pet March 14 Ord March 18 
Jusiren, Bensamrn, Leeds, Insurance Agent Leeds Pet 
K awn a Ny Wi Jewell 
gYs, WILLIAM ARTHUR avi est Kenstagte eweller 
High Court Pet Oct 21 Ord Mare » 
Lesizur, GusTAVE pt Maida Vale” mansions, 
t High Court Pet March 15 Ord Mavoh 
Litriz, Jony Witsoy, Terrington St Clements, Norfolk, 
ne King’s Lynn Pet March 17 Ord 
17 
Mansuatt, Joun Pvuau, aeeteh, Bristol 
Pet March 18 Ord March 1} 
Norway, Georcr, Swansea, , ia 
March 18 Ord March 18 
Oaxuey, Jony, Deptford, Kent, Whedenige Greenwich 
Pet March 18 Ord March 1 
Peans, JonaTHaw Bownoy, Surderland, Ropemaker Sun- 
derland Pet March 16 Ord March 16 
cumonD, WittiaM Henry, Nottingham, Fining Manu- 
facturer Nottingham Pet March 16 Ord March 16 
Ronerts, Witiiam, Leeds Leeds Pet March 18 O; 


Brmaast, SamveEt, Little mae Lancs, Collier Bolton 
Pet March 19 Ord March 


Confectioner 


Swansea Pet 


et te Seems, Belen, Fruiterer Bolton Pet March 


i, Stpyey otek and | ng Rye ~ 


March’ 1 
VICKERMAN, ra repay Yarn Merchant Bradford 
Pet March 17 


Ord March 17 
Warsox, Tine Senn, Choriton, cum Hardy, 
Railway Contractor Pet vet March 18 


19 
was Jonx Apranam, Coventry Birmingham Pet March 
Ord March 18 
Wen James, Liverpool, Dairyman Liverpool Pet 
Ord March 17 


Feb 4 

Wicorns, Joux, Farnworth, Lancs, Plasterer Bolton Pet 
18 Ord March 19 

Wisgem po py Leeds, ening Bookseller Leeds Pet 


Winsor, Nay South B Bank, York, jp Sesoentent Stockto n 


Bet March 18 Ord March 

Woax, ae Worcester, Coal Merchant Worcester 
Pet March 16 Ord March 16 

Wricat, Wit.1am, Hulme, ae Manchester Pet 
March 17 Ord March 17 

Yassiry y ae — Bristol, Boot Manufacturer Bristol 
Pet Feb 23 Ord March 17 

ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 


Mort: Epitx, Weston su Mare, Leather Merchant 
OMSristol Adjud Sept 23, 1807 Annul March 18, 1896 
Simmons, yr Watrer, Brighton, Tobacconist 

Brighton Adjud May 16, 1895 Annul March 11, 1898 


AL letters intended for publication in the 





misceansisinslecchiste 


A COMMON-SENSE DIET. 
By a Mepicat May. 


You will hear sufferers exclaim, “I feel out of sor:s! ”’ 
“ 1 am below par!” “‘IT am losing’ weight!” Some rush 
to quack nostrums and become worse. me are unwilliog 
—or unable—to consult medical advisers, who would ~~" 
ably recommend ae which might or might not he A GP 
them. And, after all, a little common-sense must 
them that by following rational dietary rules they can 
maintain and restore that vigour which, by errors in diet, 
in conjunction with their sw rroundings, they have lost. 
Good health--the greatest blessing mortals can enjoy, and 
never really value till p= ray B be preserved in the 
ay go «= mankind 7 attention to 
such as Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa, with its 
mt... ye ot nutriment and exceptional vitalizing 


—— 








properties, is a means _ whereby stren: and nervous 
energy is gained as a vitali 
and the pleasing consequence of greater A. 2, an 


sustenant 
It aids the ai digestive powers, and is invaluable to tired 
men and delicate women and children 

It has the refreshing properties of fine tea, the nourish- 
ment of the best ,and a tonic and recy) tive 

— and can be used in all cases where tea 

and coffee are prohibited. 

It is not a medicine, but a unique and wonderful Food 


The wonderful African Kola nut paw it contains has 
concentrated powers of ees, one imparts stamina 
and staying powers, power of endurance, and 
pnp? those =e use it to amadan'o greater physical exer- 
tion 

The unique ‘italixing and restorative powers of Dr. 
Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa poougatees to an —_ 
itherto unknown S the of any r 
Merit, and merit alone, is what is ed for Dr. Tibbles? 
Vi-Cocoa, and the proprietors are p to send to an: 
reader who names the Soxicrrors’ JourNat (a 
= oe a —“ sample tin of Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa free 


ast erie Vi-Cocoa can be obtained from all chemists, 
and stores, or from Dr. aihlee Vi-Cocoa, 
Fieni ted, 60, 61, and 62, Bunhill-row, London, E.C. 





THE MOST NUTRITIOUS. 


EPPS’S 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


COCOA 


“‘ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 





KNIGHT, FRANK, & RUTLEY, 


FOR SALES AND VALUATIONS. 


THE CONDUIT ST. AUCTION GALLERIES, 


‘BETWEEN ReGEXT-sTREET AxD Boxp-sTeeer. 





Opeu daily for reception of 


FURWITURE, JEWELS, PLATE, PICTURES, 


and all Classes of Valuable Property intended for 
Sale by Auction. 


VALUATIONS for ESTATE DUTY & DILAPIDATIONS, 


9, CONDUIT STREET & 234, MADDOX STREET, w. 


THEATRES. 


COMED} DY. 
THIS EVENING, at 8.15, THE SEA FLOWER: Messrs. 
John Beauchamp. ‘Arthur Playfair, Cosmo Stuart, W. . 
Lovell, Wilfred Draye A. E. 


Frederick 
panes © Ford Groves ; Miss Lena Ash- 
vat Miss G Mdye Homtrey, and Mise Eva Moore. 


THIS gad at 845, THE DOVECOT: Messrs. 
Seymour Hicks, Chas Segre, Coe, Saement. William 
bd a9 _Lywrence Caird, Chas. France, James 

; Mesdames Ellis Jeffreys, % Carlisle, Braham, 
K, yk >. Som, ant Carlotta Addison. At 8.0, THE 
LADY W. ‘ANGLE 
DRURY LANE THEATRE ROYAL. 
VENING ot oo 4 Arthur Collins. 

THIS EVENING, at 80, THE BABES IN THE 
WOOD : _ Messrs. on. Leno, John A. Warden 
Griffin and Dubois, C. Angelo, Whimsical Walker, and 
Herbert Campbell : a Ada Blanche, Violet Robin- 
son, Alice Barnett, Kate 2, Gearen, al The Grigolatis, 





THIS EVENING, at 8 0, A BRACE OF PARTRIDGES. 
Recrer'Smith, W sy oa dy gt EF 
Shelton, C. "thorburys Tovey, Tovey, C. M. Lowne, E. Lovat 
Fraser, F. 

Ferrar, M. Allestree, Nordblom, = Henrietta Watson. 
Lasen, 3 Mr. William Greet, 
Mr. Arthur Roberts’ 

THIS EVENING, at wB.15, ag DAN, —s Life 

Guardsman; Mr. Arthur Roberts, Messrs » We 7, Desay, 


fF, 
| Ay! ~y BF at 8.0, THE MERCHANT OF 


VENICE: Bey as , Miss Ellen Terry; Messrs. F. 
Goegee Webster, N. — w. jun., 

ars, ” Cooper Cliffe, er, Lacy, more, 
epee Tat, Tabb, ao, Marion, Graham; Miss Maud 

Mr. a angen tetaninial 
Manager. 

THIS EVENING, at '80, MUCH ADO ABOUT 
NOTHING: " Al q . Vernon, 
H.V. .3 a> = , 3. D. Nutcombe 
Gould, H. H. Vincen Lorai ur Royston. 
R. G. Legge, A. Holmes-Gore, Bertram’ W R. Dalton, 
Fred Terry ; Mesdames Julia Neilson, Hilda Rivers, Wini- 
fred Dolan, Fay Davis. eave 


Y. 
R. D’Oyl Cote, Manoa. 
THIS EVENING, at THE GONDOLIERS : Messrs. 
Passmore, BH. A. William Elton, Jones 
ham Oe nis Owen Louie Heart Bath Vincent, 
; e ‘acent, 
Jessie “1 ms and Rosina Brandram. At 7.45, OLD 


VAUDEVILLE. 
EVENING, at 8.20, THE FRENCH MAID: 
W;: Guise, 

H. O. de 8 Percy Per- 

ci ” “Metcalfe Louie 
Pounds, Alice Barth, Lillie Pounds, Wilda Jeffreys, and 





BREAKFAST AND SUPPER. 









Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.8.H. Prince’ Lowis Battenberg, K.O.B. 
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INTCORPORATED 


LEGAL EDUCATION. 


Tux Covncit invite attention to the following scheme of education, adopted | 
in 1892 with the object of affording assistance to Articled Clerks. 

For the benefit of Clerks resident in London or who are able to attend, | 
these classes are held and Tutors give advice and assistance at the Hall of the | 
Law Society. 

To those Clerks who are articled at a distance from large towns systematic | 


instruction with advice and help is given, and a course of preparation | 
| Examination without subscribing to the course of Postal instruction, but i§* 


| is recommended that they should avail themselves of both modes of ine) 
| struction. ‘ 


through the post has been formulated. 


POSTAL INSTRUCTION. 

In the case of students who have not passed the Intermediate Examination 
the instruction is by means of monthly papers, and deals with the selected 
portions of —— 8s Commentaries. 

For those who have passed the Intermediate Examination instruction is | 
afforded by fortnightly papers, and embraces the following subjects: Equity, | 
Conveyancing, Common Law, Bankruptcy, Oriminal and Magisterial Law, | 
Probate, Divorce, Admiralty, and Ecclesiastical Law. 

These papers both before and after the Intermediate Examinations are | 
varied each year, so that students who may subscribe for more than one 
year’s tuition receive additional assistance. 

courses may be commenced at any time, but the Tutors recommend 
that the Intermediate course should be commenced at an early stage of the | 
Articles, and the Final course soon after the Intermediate Examination has 
been passed. 

Books can be obtained from Mesars. Stevens & Sons, or other law lending 
library, for a subscription of a guinea and a-half to cover the course of work 
forthe Final Examination, and Stephen’s Commentaries can be supplied to | 
either Class of Postal Subscribers, at a subscription of one guinea, on 
applicaticn to the Tutor, Dr. West. 

CLASS INSTRUCTION. 

Class instruction is also provided on the selected portions of Stephen's | 
Commentaries and the subjects above named, and it is recommended that the | 
classes should be joined after the expiration of a course of Postal instruction. | 
Students can join the classes at any time, the fees being proportionate to the 
length of attendance. 

8 are provided where subscribers may study, and books are supplied 
without extra charge. 

Periodical test examinations are held by the Tutors. 

The Classes for Intermediate Students are held in the Hall of the Society 
on three afternoons in cach week during the following periods: August to 


| 


| 





November ; October to January ; January to April; March to June. 
Students may subscribe for successive classes. 


Classes for Final Students are held at the Hall of the Society on fa 
afternoons each week during the following periods: August to January; 
January to June. 

These periods afford five months’ class preparation, and students arg 
advised to subscribe for a full course, and certainly for not less than threg” 


months, otherwise the work must necessarily be hurried. ; 
Students may join the classes either before or after the Intermediate” 


Subscribers to either Postal or Class instruction have the opportunity of 
consulting the Tutors upon the work of the course in personal interview or 
by letter at any time. F 

RESULTS AND HONOURS. 4 

The results obtained have teen satisfactory. At each of the last twelve’ 
examinations pupils have obtained honours, and the percentage of passes ig 7 
a high one, exceeding 85 per cent. of between two and three hundred pupils 7 
who last presented themselves for examination. It has happened on several) 
occasions that all Class pupils have been successful, and the same hag’ 
occurred in the case of subscribers to the Correspondence Courses. ‘ 

TUTORS. A 

Equity, Conveyancing, Common Law, Bankruptcy~-J. Carrzr Haruison, | 
30, Bedford-row, W.C. ; 

Criminal and Magisterial Law, Probate, Divorce, Admiralty, and@ 
Ecclesiastical Law, Stephen’s Commentaries—Lronaxp H. West, LL.D,, 7 
19, Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, W.C. 
Before Inter. After Inter. 
Examination. Examination, 
(12 months) 

(2 years) 
(5 months) 


FEES. 


Subscription to postal instruction (12 months) £4 4 0 
Subscription to Postal instruction (2 years) 660 
Class instruction (3 months) ... Aa sa 
For those who have previously subscribed for 
Postal instruction ... “ee ae ao 
Class instruction (6 months) ... an se 
For those who have previously subscribed for 
Postal instruction ... one os8 ose 
For three months’ Class instruction ee aes ens as 
For those who have previously subscribed for Postal instruction 
Cheques and Post Office Orders should be made payable to the Szcre 
and crossed ‘‘ Messrs. Banctay & Co., Limirxp.” 
Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane. 


t 
3 ae 
7 (4 months) 





4 
3 
7 
5 








Special Advantages to Private Insurers, 


TREATMENT OF INEBRIETY. 


THE IMPERIAL surance company | 


tmarzep, FIRE. 
Established 1808. 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., 22, Pall Mall, 8.W., and 47, 
lane, W.C. 


Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000. 

















Total Funds over £1,500,000. 
E. COZENS SMITH, General Manager. 
JT IFE ASSURANCE POLICIES 
WANTED for large sums on lives past forty-five. 
« Considerably over surrender value given. 
Speedy settlements and highest references. 
Also Reversions and Life Interests purchased. 
T. ROBINSON 
Insurance Broker, 85, High-street West, Sunderland. 
INSURANCE OFFICE, 
Founded 1710. 
LAW COURTS BRANCH: 
40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 
SUM INSURED IN 1896, £388,952,800. 

' ESTABLISHED 1851. 
Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 
INVESTED FUNDS - - - £8,000,000, 
Number ef Accounts, 75,061. 

TWO-AND-A-HALF per CENT. INTEREST allowed 
on DEPOSITS. yable on demand. 

TWO per . on CURRENT ACCOUNTS, on the 
minimum painnees, when a one ety 
STOCKS, and ANNU. an 
sold for customers. os 

SAVINGS DEPARTMENT. 

Small recei and Interest allowed monthl 
az were ply ved, io monthly o 
“rine BIRRBBCK ALMANACE, with full particulars 

Telephone No. 65005. 

Telegraphic Address: “‘ BIRKBECK, LONDON.” 
FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manager. 


| THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
D 


LIMITE 
(EsTaBLisusp 18323), 
Parchase nt a | In’ ts in Real and Personal 
Property, and Life Interests and Life Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £616.525. 
The Society has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard, to 


30, COLEMAN STREET, E.C. 


‘EDE AND SON, 
ROBE MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT. 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &e. 
ROBES FOR QUBEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 

Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Olerke of the Peace. 
Corporation Robes, Universityand Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


LONSDALE PRINTING WORKS, 


LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY LANE. 








ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 
PRINTERS and PUBLISHERS. 
BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 


NEWSPAPERS & PERIODICALS. 
And all Gencral and Commercial Work, 


Every description of Printing—large or small. 
Printerre of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL Newspaper. 
Authors advised with as to Printing and Publishing. 
Estimates and all information furnished. 
Contracts entered into. 








DALRYMPLE HOME, 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. ’ 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply to 
R. WELSH BRANTHWAITE, 
Medical Superintendent, 


TREATMENT of INEBRIETY and ABUSE of DRUGS, 
HIGH SHOT HOUSE, 


ST. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, : 


For Gentlemen under the Acts and privately. Terms, —~ 
2} to 4 Guineas. J 

Apply to Medical Superintendent, 5 
F. BROMHEAD, B.A., M.B. (Camb.), M.R.C.8. (Eng.) © 


INEBRIETY. 


MELBOUBNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 

Medical Attendant: CHAS. J. BOND, F.R.C.8. Engs © 
L.R.C.P. Lond. Principal: H. M. RILEY, Asecc. Soe.” 
poe | of Inebriety. Thirty years’ Experience. Exce 5 
Legal and Medical References. For terms and particulars ~ 
apply Miss RILEY, or the Principal. . 


BRAND & CO.’S 
SPECIALTIES __ 
For INVALIDS,. 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 


BEEF TEA, : 
MEAT JUICE, &0., 


Prepared from finest ENGLISH MEATS 
Of all Chemists and Grocers. 


BRAND & CO., LTD., MAYFAIR, W., & MAYFAIR 
WORKS, VAUXHALL, LONDON, 8.W. E 
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